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CHAPTER I 
IN'l'RODUCTION 
cl 
e,V 
C I 
This t hesis is a study of the numeralb~S ,µ..;~, 
. 
in the Gospel o f John. At the heart of the study 
Wi3.S the desire to come to an understanding of the one -
ness of the church ( J ohn 17). It was not poss ible, 
howe ver, to proceed directly to such a n inte rpre t a tion. 
cl 
As the second chapte r will show, the word for one (fV) 
in John 17:11, 21,22 ,23 is normally a n ad jective but in 
John 17 it i s u sed a s a s ubstantive . The full meaning 
o f wh a t the s u bst a ntive describes can be determined 
only on the b a sis of a study of the t ext and context. 
Furthermore, in John 17, where Jesus pra.ys that all 
f uture believers may be one , He compares this oneness 
t o the one ness which exists between Himself and the 
Fathe r. The refore it was found necessary to determine 
:first of a ll vihat was meant by the oneness of the 
Father and the Son before an a ttempt could be made to 
unders.tand what it is meant by the oneness of the church. 
An understa nding of the oneness of the church is 
of vital importance today. An understanding of John 17 
is of particular importance because of the use to which 
this chapter is put today. The Roman Catholic Church 
claims that she h ds the unity for which Christ praye~ 
and t h a t it is only a s those outside the Roman Communion 
2 
join the Roman Catholic Church that they will be par-
1 t akers o f this onene ss. But . o.lso l eaders of the tvorld 
Council of Churches appeal to John 17 to justify the 
existence o f the World Council. At time s John 17 is 
.... .. _ ., .... _ 
a l so -used a s a prime reason for consummating orga nic 
unity between Protestant churches . In addition to the 
cl a i m of the Roman Ca tholic Church tha t it possesses the 
unity f or •,;1hich Christ prayed, and to the quest of the 
World Council of Churche s for unity, the voice of Ea stern 
Orthodox Churche s has been r a i sed i n r e c ent times. 
Eastern Orthodox Churche s make a cla im s imilar to thc:.t 
made by the Roma n Catholic Church. In a statement made 
b y r epr esenta tives of the Ea ste rn Orthodox Churches in 
the United state s o f Ame rica at Oberlin, Ohio, they too 
cla imed to be the one true church. They s a id: 
The Orthodox Church teaches tha t she h a s no need to 
search for a "lost unity," bec ause her h istoric 
consciousness d icta t es that she is the Una Sancta 
a nd tha t all Christian groups outs i de t'Fie"'Orthodox 
Church c a n r e cove r the ir unity only by ente ring into 
the bosom of tha t Church2which preserved its i dentity 
with early Christi anity. 
1R. Matzerath, ~Prayer £!. Christ for Unitv 
(John 17:20-24), Dissertatio ad Lauream in Facultate 
TheologicaPontificiae Universita tis Gregorianae {Romae : 
1950), p. 15. It is worthwhile noting tha t in the schema 
De Ecclesia adopted by the Second Vatican Council in Rome 
on Nov. 21, 1964, no direct appeal is made to John 17; 
however , the schema does claim that the organized Roman. 
Catholic Church, and it alone, is the one Church of Christ 
spoken of in the Nicene Creed. Cf. Constitution 2!l ~ 
Church (Washington, o. c.: National Catholic Welfare 
Conference, [La tin t ext published Nov. 25, 1964]), P• 8. 
2Paul s. Minear, editor,~ Nature !21. ~Unity~ 
3 
The pr e s e nt study seems justifie d in viev; of the 
quite wi despread use made o f John 17 and t he relative 
dearth of any thorough exeges i s of John 17. To the best 
of my knowl edge n o one h a s sought t o investigate John 17, 
in particul ur agai nst the bac kground of a detailed study 
of John 10:30. 
This inves tig a tion has sought to l imit itse lf 
strictly to the Gospe l o f John. The writer attempted to 
understand the Gospel o f John on its mm t e rms. In s ome 
ways thi s e ffort has limited the study, especially since 
it precluded a thorou gh investiga tion o f the nature of 
the church as delineated in the Pauline Epistles . Ye t to 
understand John 17 the present approach is the only 
f e a sibl e one . The Go spel o f John must be understood first 
of a ll on the basi s o f the book itself. 
In this thesis t h e author of the Fourth Gospel is 
some times referred to simply as John. This procedure 
in no way is inte nded to enter into the question of the 
authorship of the Fourth Gospe l but is used only bec au se 
tradition h a s label ed the Fourth Gospel a s the Gospel 
according to st. John. 
The present thesis is divided into three parts. In 
Seek (St. Louis, Missouri: The Beth any Press, 1958), 
P• 160. This book is the official report of the North 
Ame rica n Confe rence on Fa ith and Order, Sept. 3-10, 1957, 
a t Oberlin, Ohio. 
4 
the fir s t part we e xamine eve r y occurre nce o f t he numera l 
"'c' I C'I 
cl.~ , µ.1,;.. , e V' in th0. Ne w Te sta me nt. Our exami nation 
compelle d u s to conclude tha t the on l y v a.lid -.,.1ay to 
a rrive a t the true meaning o f i n John 10:30 a n d i n 
John 17:11, 21, 22 ,2 3 is to study c arefully the e n t ire 
Fourth Gospel. In the second part (Chap ter III) t h e 
re l ations h i p bet ween F~the r a n d Son i s consider ed. In 
the third p art (Cha pte r I V) the con c e pt o f the oneness of 
the chur ch i s exa min e d . Fina lly, in Cha pte r V t he 
conclus ions o f Ch a p ter IV a n d V a r e bri e fl y p r e s e nted. 
The r eader i s r e f err ed t o Chap t e r V f or a s u mmar y o f the 
f i ndings of thi s the sis. 
CHAPTER II 
A CLASSIFICATION OF Tl 2. I N THE NEW TESTAMENT 
c' The Greek word f or " o ne , " £lJ , a n d its femi ne 
Cl 
f orm af.i<. , a n d its n e ute r f orm E~ , occurs s o me 337 
times i n the Gre e k New Tes t a ment . 1 The f r e quency of 
occurr e n c e i n e a c h o f t he Ne w Testament b ooks i s as 
f ollows: Ma t the w, 66; Ma r k, 37 ; Luk e , 44; John , 39; 
Ac ts , 21 ; Ro ma n s , 2 0 ; I Corinthia ns , 30 ; II Cor i n thians, 
3 ; Ga l a tians , 8; Ephe s i ans , 15 ; Ph ilippia ns , 4 ; Colos sians, 
2; I The s sal oni a ns , 3 ; I I Thcssa l onia n s, l ; I Ti mo thy , 5 ; 
II Ti mothy , O; Titus , 2 ; Ph ile mo n , O; He b r ews , 5; Jam2s , 3; 
I Pe t e r, 0; I I Pe t e r, 3; I John , l; II John, O; I II John , 
O; J ude , O; Re vel a tion , 25; mak i ng a gran d t ota l o f 337. 2 
Stud i e s h a v e been ma d e s howing the treme n dous 
(' 
t h e olog ica l s ignifica nce of the nume r a l eis i n s ome 
o f its o c curre nces in the New Tes t a me nt. 3 Th e purpose 
o f this c hapter, howe v e r , i s not to s how t h e t h e ologica l 
'<' 
mean ing b ut r ather t o s e e k to classif y t h e u ses of ct5 
1Ro bert Morgentha l er , Sta tistik ~ Neute stamentli-
chen ~ ortscha t zes ( ZUr i c h•Fra nkfu r t am Ma i n : Gotthel f 
Verla g, 1 958), P• 92. 
2rb· ' 
~-
3 ~ Ethe 1 bert stauf fer, "~2.5 ., " The oloqi s che s werterbuch 
zum Ne uen Te sta ment, h e r a u s g e geben von Ge rhard Kitte l 
(Stuttga rt: w. Kohlhamme r, 1935), II, 4 32-440. I n this 
a r t icle Sta u ffer h a s a section dealing with the one ne ss 
of the church. Stau ffer's chie f inter e st, howeve r , s eems 
6 
in the New Tes tament and to cons ider s ignificant occur-
rence s in the Gospe l of John. The basic tools for this. 
pre s e nt study will be the sta n dar d Greek concorda nce4 
a nd Greek-English lexicon. 5 
Walter Baue r h a s classified the New Te stament 
'<' 
occurrence s of eiS i n to f ive d i f f e r e nt c a t e gorie s, s ome 
o f whic h a r e subdivided . Bauer ' s f i ve major headi ngs are : 
(1) liter a l, (2) emph a tic, (3) inde fin i t e , ( 4 ) pe rha ps 
Hebr a is t ic, (5) s pecia l comb ina tions.6 Baue r has not 
"t' 
cited ever y occurrenc e o f eLS a nd so an a ttempt is made 
i n t h is c hapt e r to classif y eve ry New Te s tament occurrence. 7 
I t a l s o s e ems tha t Baue r h a s not r e cogni zed c e rta in 
Ne w Te s t ame nt r e ferences which should f orm a separ a te 
c a t e gor y. In the f ollowing classifica tion such p a s sages 
c' 
to be c ente r ed more upon occurre nce s of 6lS in Ephe sians 
an d he h a s give n little a tte ntion to th~ r e l e v ant passages 
~n the Gospe l of John. 
4 w. F. Moulton and A. s. Ge de n, b_ Concordance~~ 
Greek Test a ment ( 4 th edition; Edi nburgh : T. & T. Cla rk, 
.1.~?3), PP • 299-303. . 
5
wal ter Bauer, "~i~ , " b_ Greek-English Lex icon .Qf ~ 
Ne w Te stame nt and othe r Early Christian Lite rature, a 
translation andada ptation by William F. Arndt an d F. 
Wilbur Gingrich (Chicago: The Uni ~ rsity of Chicago Press, 
1957), PP• 229-231. 
61.!?.!£!. 
7rn this study the author h a s r e worked a ll the New 
Testament references. Not every r e ference included in 
Bauer's l e xicon may appear in exactly the same category 
in this study. The original guidelines were l a id out by 
Bau e r but the responsibility for the present classif ica-
tion belongs to the author. 
7 
wil-1 be grouped in a sixth c a t e gory. 
'c' 
The Greek word ets, in its v a rious ge n ders and f o rms 
is u s ed in the New Testa ment in the f o llowing wa y s : 
I. Lite r a l. 
A. in contrast to more than on e . 
i. a s a n ad j e ctive . 
Matthe w 5: 41 Acts 
13:46 
18:5 
25:15 
25:24 Romans 
27:15 I Corinthian s 
Ma rk 15:6 
Luke 15:7 II Corinthians 
15:8 Colossia ns 
15:10 Titus 
16:17 Revel ~.tion 
l7:34a 
John 7:21 
10: 16a ,b. 
ii. a s a noun with p a rtitive genitive. 
Matthew 5:19 Matthew 
5:29 
5:30 
10:42 
16:14 
12 : 10 
21:7 
28:13 
28:25 
12:4 
12:14 
12:26 
11:2 
3:15 
3:10 
6:1 
9:12 
17:12 
18:6 
18:10 
18:14 
18:28 
20:13 
8 
Matthew 25 : 40 Mark 14:66 
25:45 Luke 5:3 
26:14 15:15 
26:47 15:19 
26: 51 15:21 
Mark 5:22 15:26 
6:15 17:2 
8:28 17:22 
9:37 22:47 
9:42 23:39 
12:28 John 12:4 
13:1 18:22 
14:10 19:34 
1 4 :20 Acts 23:17 
14:43 
iii. a s a noun with lK , (It should be noted 
that the meaning is v e ry similar to the previous section--
noun with partitive genitive). 
Ma tthew 18:12 .John 1:40 
22:35 6:8 
26:21 6:70 
27:48 6: 71 
Mark 9:17 12:2 
14:18 13:21 
Luke 15:4 13: 23 ' 
17:15 18:26 
9 
John 20:24 Revelation 13:13 
Acts 11:28 15:7 
Revelation 5:5 17:l 
6:1 21:9 
7:13 
iv. as a noun but with meaning clear from 
i mmedi ate context. 
Matthew 
John 
Acts 
Roma ns 
18:16 
25:18 
18: 39 
1:24 
4:32b 
5:15a 
Romans 
I Corinthians 
5:l?a ,b 
5:18a,b 
4:6 
14:27 
II Corinthians 11:24 
Ga l a tians 
5:16a,b, Hebrews 
4:24 
11:12 
B. a s a modifying adjective used in contrast to the 
parts of which a whol e is made up. 
Matthew 
Mark 
Romans 
19:5 
1 9:6 
10:8 
12:5 
I Corinthians 6:16 
6:17a,b 
12:12 
12:20 
Ephesians 2:15 
't' ) / 
c. with ne gative following £l.S ••• OtJ < .11-7 ) , 
stronger than o ~ $ £.)..S • 
Matthew 
Mark 
5:18 
10:29 
8:14 
Luke 
10 
11:46 
12:6 
Matthew 5:36 (Here the negative occurs 
first but t he result is the same). 
II. Emphatically. 
A. One and the same. 
Luke 12:52 
Acts 4:32a 
Romans 9:10 
15:6 
I Corinthians 10:17 
11:5 
12:9 
B. Single (only one). 
Matthew 
Mark 
· Luke 
6:27 
20:12 
21:24 
23:15 
26:40 
27:14 
11:29 
12:6 
14:37 
14:18 
I Corinthi ans 
Ephesians 
Philippians 
Reve l ation 
John 
Acts 
Romans 
I Corinthians 
12 : 11 
l2:13a,b,c 
2:18 
4:4 
4 :5 
4:6 
l:27a.,b 
17:17 
8:41 
11:50 
18:14 
1:22 
19:34 
24:21 
5:12 
5:15b 
5:19 
8:6a,b 
I Corinthians 
Ga l a tians 
I Timothy 
Titus 
Hebrews 
c. Alone. 
11 
10:8 
12:19 
5:14 
3:2 
3:12 
5:9 
1:6 
10:12 
10:14 
i. a s an adjective. 
John ·. 20:7 
Hebrews 12:16 
James 2:10 
II Pete r 3:8 
Revelation 17:13 
18:8 
18:10 
18:17 
18:19 
21:2lb 
ii. a s a substantive noun or a predica te 
ad j e ctive with substa ntive force. 
Ma tthew 
Mark 
Luke · 
John 
19:17 
23:8 
23:9 
10:18 
10:21 
12:29 
12:32 
10:42 
18:22 
23:17 
1:3 
6:22 
John 
Romans 
I Corinthians 
II Corinthians 
Galatians 
Philippians 
I Timothy 
James 
9:25 
3:10 
3:12 
3:30 
8:4 
9:24 
5:14 
3: 16--
3: 20a, b 
3:13 
2:5 
2:19 
J ames 
12 
4 :12 
I "2 
III. Some one=cl assical~I~ , whereby Sl5 c an mean 
exactly the s a me thing as the indefinite a rticle. 
A. Someone, a nyone ( there is some s imil arity 
between this group and some o f the r eferences unde r 
I. A. iv.). 
Matthew 
Mark 
Luke 
18:24 
19:16 
10:17 
24 :18 
Of t en used with the p a rtitive ge nitive following: 
Matthew 
Luke 
6:29 
5 : 12 
5 : 17 
8:22 
12 : 27 
13: 4 0 
20:1 
B. As a n indefinite article. 
Matthew 8:19 
9:18 
12:11 
21:19 
26:69 
Mark 12:42 
Luke 22:59 
Revel a tion 8:13 
9:13 
18:21 
19:17 
/ 
c. used with -r1s. 
Mark 
13 
? 
14: 51 ( t. (S is used only in 
certain manuscripts and is not included in the text 
by Nestle) . 
Used with the partitive genitive following: 
Mark 
Luke 
John 
14:47 
22:50 
11:49 
IV. Hebraic (perhaps Hebraistic in its use with express-
ions denoting time instead of the ordinal number). 
Ma tthew 
Mark 
Luke 
John 
Acts 
28:1 
• 8 4.8,20 
16:2 
24:1 
20:1 
20:19 
20:7 
v. Special combinations. 
? 
A. e.lS • • • 
Matthew 
T ' (Classical els At.v 
20:21 
• • 
8 ~ I 
If Cv -rt°11:A ,r o v rq,_ is to be read it is pro-
ba bly to be considered an Ararnaisrn--thirty fold. Cf. 
F. Blass and A. Debrunner, ~ Greek Gr~mar _2! ~ ~ 
Testament~ other Early ft-ristlan Literature, a trans-
lation and revision of the ninth-tenth German edition 
incorporating supplementary notes of A. Debrunner by 
Robert w. Funk (Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press, 1961), P• 130, par. 248,3. 
14 
Matthew 24:40 Ma rk 15:27 
24:41 John 20:12 
27:38 Ga latians 4:22 
Mark 10:37 I Thessa lonians 5:1 
~ c r 
B. 
€L S • • • £ l 5 • • • £ls 
' 
one , anothe r, a third. 
Matthe1.-1 17: 4 
Mark 9:5 
Luke 9:33 
r ct <I 
c. E.i..S [K,1/i uTaS , every, single--strengthening €Kr1Jo-To5 • 
Matthew 26:22 I Corinthians 12:18 
Luke 4:40 Ephesians 4: 7 
16:5 4:16 
Acts 2:3 Colossians 4:6 
2:6 I Thessalonians 2:11 
17:27 II Thessalonians 1:3 
20: 31 Revelation 21:2la 
21:26 
( ? 
D. 0 f. l S 
~ d 
• • • o ET .£,P o.5 , the one • • • the other. 
Matthew 
Luke 
Acts 
6:24a,b 
7:41 
16:13a,b 
17:34b 
17:35 
17: 36 
18:10 
23:6 
15 
c. :, I 
C '? 
E. 0 e 2.5 • • • 0 QI\/\~ oS , the one ••• the o ther. 
Revel a tion 17: 10 
9 c.t x~9 ) C' I F. lfc< )~VO\ 
' 
cV .. 
John 21:25 I Corinthians 16:2 
Acts 21:19 Ephesians 5 :33 
I Corinthians 1 4: 31 Revelation 4 : 8 
c' ..... "c' 
G • c 2 ~ K « T I( £ ~ ~ , one by one. 
14:19 Mark 
John 8 : 9 (This is a r eading £ound in 
some ma nus cripts but not included in the t e xt of Nes.tle). 
~ 
VI. ct S used as a sub s t an tive without an i mmediate 
antec edent. 
John 
Acts 
10: 30 
11:52 
17:11 
17: 21 
17:22 
17:23 
17:26 
I Corinthians 3:8 
Galatians 3:28 
Ephesians 2:14 
,' \ C " 
7TPi V r;5 O "'-f 0.M E, S. 
/v X{'11rr;;i :,l?ro-:l. 
(J rto i. ,, 0-4':5 t« «A//7¥q • I I • 
Hebre w~ 2,11 
16 
r 
' 
without an immediate a nte c e dent, t h e concept which is 
designa t ed c a nnot b e arbitrarily a s s ume d. It s eems 
c' 
r e a sonabl e to conclude tha t t he meaning of l~S in such 
instanc e s c a n be l earne d only b y a care ful study of the 
e ntire book in which the word occurs. It i s on the 
basis o f s uch a conclusion that the rema inde r o f this 
the sis proceeds. 
Jes u s s ays in John 10:30 and 17:22 tha t He and the 
c•I 
Fa the r are €. V • The :following chap t e r will explore 
the natu re of this oneness. The n a ture of this oneness 
can be a sce rta ined only on the b a sis of a study which 
tal<e s into considera tion t h e statements made throughout 
the Gospel of John concerning the rel a tionship between 
Jesus and the Fa ther. In John 17:11,21,22,23 Jesus 
prays that His present disciples and a lso His future 
.; I 
disciples might be (V. The fourth chapter will seek to 
apply the conclusions reached concerning the oneness of 
the Father and the Son to show what is meant by the 
oneness of the believers and a lso then in a derived 
sense, the oneness of the Church. 
CHAPTER III 
THE ONENESS OF FATHER AND SON IN THE FOURTH GOSPEL 
Introduction 
In John 10:30 Jesus says to the Jews, 
In this cryptic verse John has 
recorded a claim by our Lord whose full meaning is 
anything but obvious, in spite of its s eeming 
simplicity . A corre ct understanding of this v erse is 
all the more important because this verse is basic for 
the right interpre tation of the prayer of our Lord for 
His disciples, both the disciples who stood with Him 
a nd those who would become His d isciples, that they 
might be one (Jn. 17:11,21,22, 23 ). In John 17:22 Jesus 
prays that "they might be one even as we a re one." Here 
He mak e s no claim which might be contradicted. In pray-
ing to the Fa ther Jesus speaks of this "oneness" a s a 
relationship well known to bot~ His Father and to 
Himself. But the thought of this v e rse (17:22) obviously 
builds upon the public claim ma de by Jesus and recorded 
by the author of this Gospel in 10:30. 
The claim made by Jesus (10:30), that He and the 
Fathe r are one, aroused a violent reaction. Jesus• 
opponents, who in the Gospel are referred to as 
" >T r "'"' O"L ,.t., ov c, o.s lo L , took strong exception to what Jesus 
18 
claimed f or Himself. They picked up stones to stone Him 
because they understood these words of Jesus to be a 
claim to deity. Yet the full meaning of the claim made 
by Jesus is not to be found in the r eac tion of the Jews. 
,:.I 
In order fully to understand the s ense o f l.'/ a s used 
in 10:30, it will be nece ssary to examine the scope of 
the enti re Gospe l of John to see what picture it paints 
of the r e l a tionship between J e sus and the Father. The 
author of this Gospel, who a lone of the Gospel writers 
h as preserved this claim by Jesus, h as much to say of 
the r e l ationshi p which exi sts be tween J esus and the 
Fathe r. A v a lid inte rpretation c an only be made on the 
basis of mate rial presen ted by the author of the Fourth 
Gospe l. 
The r e l ationship whi ch exists between Jesus and the 
Fathe r is portrayed in the Gospel of John in several 
different ways . Some o f the names which are used for 
Jesus are highly descriptive of the relationship. Some 
of the f orms o f address used by Jesus to address the 
Father further add to the picture of the relationship 
between Jesus and the Father. In addition to the titles 
of Jesus and the way in which Jesus addressed the Father 
some of the statements made by Jesus as recorded in the 
Fourth Gospel, help to fill in the total picture of what 
is meant by the claim, "I c.nd the Father are one." 
The writer of the Gospel applie s many titles a nd 
19 
epithets to Jesus. They appear in the address of men 
to Jesus, or as titles used by Jesus of Himself, or they 
appear as titles given to Jesus by the author of the 
Gospel. Some titles a re used in all three manne rs. A 
fairly compre hensive listing of titles, with np claim 
to comple te inclusiveness, would include the following:. 
the Logos (1:1,14); the only Son (3:16,18); 1 the Son 
(3:17,35,36; 5:19,20,21,22,23,25; 6:40; 8 : 35,36; 14:13; 
17:1); the Son of God (1:34,49; 5:25; [9:35 in the 
footnote in Nestle 's text]; 10;36; 11:4,27; 20:31); the 
Son of Ma n (1:51; 3:13,14; 5:27,53,62; 8:28; 9:35; 12:23, 
2 4 ; 13:31); the La mb of God (1:29,36); Rabbi, Tea.cher 
(1:38; 3:2; 6 : 25; 11:28; 13:13,14; 20:17); the Messiah 
[the Christ](l:41; 4:29; 7 : 26; 11:27; 17 : 4; 20:21); 
Jesus of Nazareth, the Son of Joseph (1:45); the Ki~g 
of Israe l (1:49; 12:13); the Lord (4:1; 6:23; 11:2; 
20:18,20,25,28; 21:7,12); the Savior of the World (4:42); 
the Prophet (6:14; 7:40) ; a Prophet (4:19; 9:17); the 
Holy One of God (6:69); the Bread of Life (6:35,48,51); 
the Light of the World (8:12; 9:5); the Door (10:7,9); 
the Good ~hepherd (10:11,14); the Resurrection and the 
1If the Western texts were followed 1:18 would 
also be included here. Nestle rejects this reag~ng and 
accepts as most probable the reading found in p and 
the Hesychian or Alexandrian tradition. In this choice 
Nestle has likely chosen the correct reading. 
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Lif e (11 : 2 5 ) ; the Way a n d t h e Truth and t he Life (14: 6); 
l he True Vi ne (15:1,5) ; J esus of Nazareth, t h e King o f 
> I > 
the J e ws (1 9 :19 ); t he u nqu a lif ied era,.) C,l..,Ul. ( 8 :24 ,28 , 58; 
13 : 1 9 ). 2 
Se v e r a l o f t he s e t e rms a r e e spe c i a lly i mportant 
for unde r stan d i ng t he r e l ation s h i p bet we en J e sus a~d the 
Fa t her . / The s e a re : the Logos, t he Son, t he µov>oj-'t:vJS 
So n , the Son o f God . The t e r ms Logos , a n d Son , deno te 
a r e l ationship wi th the Fathe r , and a s the y s pe a k of t h is 
r e l a t ionshi p with t h e Fa ther the y a l s o tell u s something 
o f the pe rson o f Jesus. 
The Logo s 
Th e t e rm Logos in its peculiar sense appears only 
i n t he Prologue o f the Gospe l of John. Wh i l e it is true 
tha t t he r e i s no d ire ct identi:f lcation o f the Logos wit]~ 
the person o f J esu s ·Chris t in the firs t four verses of 
the Prologue y e t in the context of t h e e ntire Prologue 
2 ty~ E.2.a'l. as spoke n by J e s u s is r e corded in 
John's gospe l four times in addition to the reference s 
ci ted in the text (6: 20 ; 18:5,6,8). Barrett s a ys that 
the t e rm a s used in 6:20 is merely sel f ide n t i fication 
p a r a lle l t o the use o.f iye,J cl-" i. by t he man born blind 
(9:9). He is inclined to pl ace the occurrences of 
~J'~ t°l-« t f ound in chapter 18 in t he s ame c a t e gory 
(18:5,6,8) but he does s a y tha t the usage in chapte r 18 
may h a v e ove rtones simila r to those assoc i a t ed with the 
usage of Ey~ £f.--z.. in 8: 24 ,28,58; 13:19. Cf. c. K. 
Barrett,~ Gos pe l Accord ing to 21• ~:~ Introduction 
~ Commenta ry and Notes .2n, t he Greek~ (Londonf 
S. P. C. K, c.19 58) PP• 234 , 4 34. 
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thi s i dentif i cation s eems i n e scapabl e . 1~he Logos 
of whom John spe aks (l : 1-4 ) b e c a me f l e s h (1:14 ). 3 
Furthe rmore , Joh n s ays tha t t h i s Log o s who bec a me fl e sh 
wa s f ull o f gr a c e a nd truth. The i dentif ica tion is ma de 
complete when it i s asserted t hat grac e and tru th c ame 
into be ing through J esu s Chris t (1:17). There c an 
hard ly be a ny doubt that J ohn i s· s pe aking of Je~us Chri st 
when he speaks cf the Logos, e xcept t h a t i n 1:1-3 he 
thinks o f "Hi m i n His p r e - i nca r nute s tate. 
Bu t t o understand wh a t John me a ns when he c a lls 
Jesu s the Logos e nta ils a consider ation o f the meaning 
o f th i s term. There c an be no doub t tha t t he term is 
used in a specia l s e n s e in John's Prologu e . c. H. Dodd 
d istinguis hes between four usages o f t he word Logos i n 
John. 4 (1) Logos i s use d in t he plural <A:J"D~ ), in 
t he obvious s e nse of "words" spoke n by Jesus or b y 
C' ' othe rs. In t his form i t is j n tercha ngeable with ~?,,1,t "'rfl.. • 
(2) Logos is u s ed in the s ingula r f or a "saying," "sta te-
ment, " or "discourse" {2:19-22; 4 :39; 12:3~; 15:25). 
3
~:e.J is l i k e ly u s e d in 1:14 in the s a me s e nse 
as in 1:13 r e f e rring to hum.;1nity as op posed to divinity. 
He r e John e xpre sse s the parado x of the person of Jesus. 
The ve.rb ;J';..,,. "'" ~s difficult. to trarn;ila te precisely~ 
Barrett sug gests its meaning in 1:14 is the same as in 
1:6. He would then translate 1:14 as follows: "the Word 
came · on the (huma n} scene as fl e sh, man. n Cf . Ba rre t t , 
P• 138 • . 
4c. H. Dodd,~ .!.!!i.erpretation of the Fourth Gospel 
(Cambridge: At the University Pre ss, 1 9 511"; PP • 265-267. 
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( 3) ~dd"o~ i s · u sed , s u mmarily f o r t he whole o f wha t 
J e sus said, His "message ," conce ived as r e v e l ation a n d 
as a "comman d" to be obey e d ( 5: 24 ; 15 : 3). <4 ) Aor(}s, 
qu a li f i ed by q~To-;; , t hat i s , " the Fa the r " o r ro"J 'PeoCJ 
i s u s ed o f Go d ' s s e lf-re v e l ation t o me n. This Word of 
God i s thought o f a s bei n g embo d i e d i n t h e Ol d Test ament 
(5: 37 , 38; 10:35). Furthe rmore , in the Gospel o f John 
t h e thought i s prese nted wi th strik i ng f orce t h a t t he 
Word o f the Fa the r is t o be f ound i n the )io"00~ o f 
J esu s Christ (1 4 : 24; 17 : 1 4 ,1 7 ). Thi s means that t he 
word of J esu s is the \vord o f God. The Prologu e goes e ven 
a ste p f u rthe r and identi f i e s t he Log os wit h J e sus. This 
asser tion i s without p a r a llel i n the Ne w Testament. 5 
This fac t , coup l ed with t he f act that the "Logos" was 
a t e rm wi de s p r ead i n Gr e ek a n d Judaic thought (especially 
in the writing s of Philo) has l ed to a gr e a t deal of 
discussion as to the o r igin of John's usage of the t e rm 
Logos in his Prologue. 
Osca r Cullma n s k e tches the b ackground -of the "Logos" 
concept in both He lle nis m a nd in Juda ism. 6 He points 
5r John 1:1 a nd Revel a tion 19:13 a r e simila r to the 
p,rologue. In b oth instance s, howe ver, A od'" ~ s is quali-
fie d by a n adj e ctive a nd so neither of the se occurrence s 
are full parallels to the Prologue in John's Gospel. 
6
osca r Cullmann, ~ Christoloqy .2! ~~Testa-
ment, translated by Shirle y c. Guthrie a n d Charles A. M. 
Hall ( Philade lpl:lia: The \vestminste r Pre ss, 1959 ), 
PP• 251-258 . 
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out t h a t t h is t e r m occurred in the earliest pe r i od 
o f Greek Philosoph y i n Her a cl i tus , and then e specia lly 
i n.Stoicismo In St oicism Logos i s t he cos mic law which 
rul e s t h e univ e rse an d a t the s a mE: time i s pres e nt in 
the huma n inte llect. It is a n abs t r action, not a 
h y postasis. The t e r m is a l s o u sed in Pla tonism, but 
t he P l a t onist d i d not ide nti f y its under s t a n d ing o f 
the Log o s wi t h John' s incarna t e Logos . c. K. Barrett 
s ays : 
Th e word [logo s ] lent i t s e l f a l s o to p anthei s tic 
u se , a n d the e a r lier Stoics h a d n o other g od t h an 
A~to~, t he r a t iona l princip l e in a ccordance with 
vJhi ch t he uni verse e x i s t ed , a nd me n, endo wed i n 
v a ryi ng de gr e es with nrif"p. q Tllf'o 1 ~o'd'"t , we r e ·t.ound 
to fra me the i r l ives . 'In the f u s ion o f Stoicism 
and Pla ton i s m wh i ch f orms a d i ffu s e but s ignifi-
c a n t e l e me nt i n the bac k grou n d ••• a c ompromi se 
wa s r eached; t he r a t i ona l princi~le of the Stoic 
u n i ve rse wa s the ~ o0 c$ of God . 
Whi l e t he t e r m "Lo go s" wa s wi desprea d i n p h ilo-
s o phic c i r cle s , most commen tators rightl y c a ll attention 
to the Old Testament b ackground o f this t e rm 1.:L I • 
I n l a t e r Jud a ism t his Old Tes tame nt concept was fur t h er 
de v e loped. I n t he Se p tuagint , the word A:to.s occurs 
frequ e ntly. c. K. Ba rrett see s two group s o f pas sages 
in the Se ptua gint. 8 In the one group t h e word o f God is 
crea tive (Ge n. 1:3,6,9; Ps. 33:6). In the othe r, the 
7c. K. Barre tt, P• 127. 
8Ibi d . 
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word of t h e Lord is the prophe t's message , the mea ns 
b y which God commu n icates His purpose (Je r. 1:4; Ex. 
1 : 3 ; Amos 3 : 1). Cullmann cor r e ctly notes t hat when 
one r efl e cts u pon· the powerful effec t o f the crea tive 
word o f God the i dea eme r ges t hat eve r y creativ e s e l f -
r evel ation o f God t o t h e world happens t hrough His 
word. 9 In t h e Ol d Tes t ament it seems poss i b l e t o 
notice a beginning of t h e personification of the word 
of God (Ps. 107:20; Is. 55:10). Cullma nn howev e r, 
mainta ins tha t a r eal hypostatic f orm o f Logos is f irst 
found i n Al exand r i a n Judaism. 10 This pe r s onifica tion 
of the word o f God , he b e lieve s, may be du e to the 
inf lue nce of a medi a tor figure f ound in pag a n my th-
ology,11 y e t Cullmann ma inta ins due allowa nce must be 
made for the expressions in Ge nesis 1 about the opera-
tion of t he word of God. Ale x andria n Jud aism came to 
spe ak o f "the Word" and not of "the word of God. " Yet 
Cullmann s a ys tha t common t o both the Old Tes t ament 
conce pt o f Jl) n") -, :i.., a n d that of l a t e r Juda ism 
9
cullmann, P• 255. 
lOibid., P• 256. 
11This is the position of R. Bultmann , Cf. 
Rudolf Bultmann,~ Evange lium ~ Joha nne s (1 2 . 
Auf l a ge; GBttingen: Vandenhoeck & Rupre cht, 1 9 52), 
PP• 8f. 
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e \ I 12 (OAo?o5) i s the concep t of divine r e v e l a tory action. 
It would see m tha t the r e l a tionship bet ween th~ 
f irst words of the Gospe l o f John ( ~v 1,.7 'l;\'ti> a n d the 
f irst words o f Ge ne sis ( /J. )l/lt"{l:J-.J "[v 'l,1tl) is s ign i-
ficant. This verbal a greement would seem t o ind ica te 
that t he author i s seeking t o e s tablis h a d i rect connec-
tio n between the life of Jes us a n d the Genesis s tory . 
It is poss i b l e t hat the write r o f the Gospel was a lso 
influenced i n t he choice o f t he t erm 11Logos" by its 
c urrent u se . Bu t when John c omes t o say t hat t h is 
"Logo s" became f l e s h in the person 0£ J esu s Christ h e 
l euves behind a ll philosophi c specul a t i ons . By es t ab-
lis hing a verba l l i nk with Ge ne sis John may be suggest-
ing that the word o f God which c a lled the world into 
exi s t ence i s the s a me as t h a t which s peaks to u s in 
the life of J esus. Cullmann cla i ms tha t the n "creation 
a nd the life of J e sus h a v e the s a me de noqlina tor, ' Word', 
'Revela tion'. 1113 
While the r e ma y b e deb ate about the influe nce of 
various philosophic usa ges o f the t e rm Logos on John's 
meaning of the t e rm it s eems c e rta in tha t John use d the 
term "Logos" to empha size not only the inca rna te char acter 
12
cullma nn, P• 257. 
13
~., P• 262. 
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of the Logos but also the revelatory nature of the 
person of Christ. In His person He r eveals God. Both 
Barrett and Cullmann a gree at this point. Cullmann says: 
Nevertheless this title expresses very forcefully 
an important aspect of New Testament Christology--
the unity in historical r evelati~~ of the incar-
n a te a n d the pre-existent J esu s . -
Barrett says: 
the term Logos is seen to descri be God i n the 
process o f self-communication--not the communi-
cation of knowledge only, but in a self-communi-
cation which inevit3bly includes the i mparting 
o f true knowledge. 
This two-fold meaning in John's usage of Logos 
in his Prologue is significant for our understanding 
o f the relationship between Jesus and the Father. In 
the Prologu e we are t old that this "Logos" who bec ame 
flesh in the person of J esus is Himself divine ( K~i f)t~J 
), He is God. Barrett says that 
without the article is predicative and describes the 
nature o f the Word. The absence of the article in 
John 1:1 indicates that the Word is God, but the Logo~ 
is not the only being of whom this is true. 
(' (fl / 
If o creo.s 
had been written the implication would have been that 
no divine being existed outside the second person of 
14
rbid., P• 258. 
15
aarrett, P• 61. 
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the Trinity. 16 Now a t an historic moment (1:14 ) God's 
r evel ation came to man clothed in f l esh. John 1:1 
s ays much cbout the pre-existence of Christ, His. re-
l a tion to God a nd His role in Creation ( without Him was 
not anything made that was made). But t he Prologue 
asserts just as emphatically tha t in Jesus me n are 
conf ronted by the r evelation of God (Jn. 1:181:j.-,rf (S"O',ro>. 
Cull mann writes: 
The word of J esus--the word he preached--p l ays 
such an important p art in the whole Gospe l of 
John that one c an h a rdly assume the evangelist 
d i d not think a lso of this ' word' when in the 
prologue he i dentified J esus h imse lf as the 
Logos. The supposition that he did so is_ 
sugges t ed even more strongly by the basic 
Johannine thought that Jesus not only brings 
r evel atio n , but in his person i s revelation. He 
brings light, and at the same time he is Light; 
be bestows life , and he is Life; he proclaims 
truth, an d he is Truth. More properly e xpressed, 
he brings light, life a nd truth just because he 
himself is Light, Life , and Truth. So it is 
a l so with the L£~os : he brings the word, because 
he is the Word. 
The very person of Jesus is r e vela tion, r e v e lation of 
the Father. Jesus stands in such a relationship to 
16
rbid., p. 130. The omission of the definite 
articleJnay also be purely grammatical. E. c. Colwell 
has established the rule that definite predicate nouns 
which precede . the verb normally omit the article. Cf. 
E. c. Colwell, "A Definite Rule for the use of the 
Article in the Greek New Testament," Journal .2f Biblical 
Literature, III (April 1933), 12-21. This rule seems 
to have found acceptance in the latest Greek Grammars. 
Cf. Nigel Turner,~ Grammnr 2£ ~ Testament Greek: 
~yntax (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1963), III, 183. 
17
cullmann, P• 259. 
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the Fathe r that everything He s ays a nd does reveals the 
Fath e r. The stress thus fall s upon a functional r e -
l a tionship between Him to the Father a lthough the 
Prologue does not rule out an ontologica l relationship. 
Here again Cullmann has a significant comment. 
Although the prologue begins by r eferring to 
the being of the Word with God e v en before the 
time of creation, the evangelist is a lready 
thinking of the function of this l•Iord , his action. 
The essentia l characte r of the Logos is action; 
God 's self-revelation consists in a ction. Even 
if t he a uthor does make several margina l r efer-
ences to the being of the Logos, he nevertheless 
knows tha t there is such a being only in view of 
his action, tha t in the final analys is by his 
v e r y nature the being of the Logos is his action.18 
It may s afe ly be s aid tha t the Gospel of John was 
\·Tritten from the vantage point of mature theological 
r e fl e ction. The choice of the term "Logos" was no 
doubt delibe rate, and may h ave been suggested by c9n-
t e mporary speculations about a d ivine hypostasis. 
Nev e rthe l ess the point which the author a lso wished 
to make was tha t all divine r ~vela tion c e nte red in the 
person of Jesus Christ.19 Such an understanding of 
Logos a grees with a statement made by Jesus toward the 
close of His ministry, "he tha t hath seen me has seen 
18Ibid., P• 265. 
19rn a book publishe d in 1894 George Stevens makes 
exactly this point. He says that to emphasize the pre-
existence and union with God, and to present the thought 
that, as the eternal Son, Jesus was the medium of divine 
revelation in all ages, John employs the term Logos. 
George Barker Stevens,~ Johannine The ology;~ study 
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the Father" (1 4 :9). 
'rhe Son 
Two ~asic phrases in John's Gospel describe Jesus 
as a son; the one speaks of him as the Son of God, and 
the othe r as the Son of Man. In addition to these two 
t erms J esus is spoken of simply as the Son or the only 
Son. These l as t t e rms, ho\t!ever, "Son" and "Only Son" 
are r e l ated to the t erm "Son of God." Often when the 
term Son is use d of Jesus in the Gospe l of John, John 
makes immediately clea r that h e is speaking of the 
Son's rel a tionship to God (Jn. 3:16,17,35; 5:19,25). 
The Son of God 
Rudolf Bultmann traces the origin of the term "Son 
of God" to Hellenism. He asserts that the term "Son of 
God" was applied to J esus by Hellenistic Christianity 
which accepted the Hellenistic term. 20 In this sense, 
so Bultmann claims, it was intended by the e arly church 
I 
of the doctrinal contents £f ~Gospel~ Spistle £!_ 
the--xpostle ~ (New York: c. Scribner's Sons; 1894), 
P• 101. 
20Rudolf Bultmann, Theology £f ~ New Testament, 
translated by Kendrick Grobel CNew York: c'h""arles Scribner's 
Sons, 1951), I, 128-130. 
30 
to asse rt the divinity of Christ. 21 But both Vincent 
Taylor and Oscar Cullmann point out that the term 
"son of God" appears in the Old Testament. 22 Its use 
in the Old Tes tament provides a v a lua ble clue for an 
under s t a nding of the New Testament t e r m, "Son of God." 
I n the Old Te stament God's people a re alluded to 
as " Son of God ." In Exodus 4 :22£. Mose s is comma nde d 
to s a y t o Pha r a oh, "Israel is my fir s t born s on." In 
Hos e a 11:1 Yahwe h s ays, "Out of Egypt I c a lled my son." 
Th<: I srael i t es a s a p e ople a r e calle d " sons" in Is a iah 
1:2; 30:1, 11 f a ithless sons" in Jeremiah 3:22. Cullmann 
concludes t h a t a ll t he Old Te zta rnent r e f e rences to 
Israel as God 's Son use the title Son o f God to express 
"both t he idea tha t God has chose n this p e ople for a 
specia l mi s sion, a nd tha t this his people owe s him 
absolute obedience. 1123 In the Old Testa me nt the King, 
too, wa s uddressed by God as "Son;" "I will be his 
f a ther a nd he shall be my son" (II Sam. 7:14); "You are 
my son, toda y I have begotten you" (Ps. 2:7); "He [the 
king] shall cry unto me, 'Thou art my Fa ther, my God, 
21r· i' 129 
....e....£•' P• • 
22cullmann, pp. 272-275. Vincent Taylor,~ 
Names of Jesus (London: Macmillan and Co., Limited, 
1953), PP• 52f. 
23
cullmann, P• 273. 
31 
and the Rock of my salvation'" (Ps. 89:26). The king 
is "son" because he was especially chosen and commission-
ed by God. Cullmann concludes that the Old Testament 
concept of the Son of God 
is essentia lly characte rized, not by the gift of 
a p articular power, nor by a substa ntial relation-
ship with God by virtue of divine conception; but 
by the idea of election to participation in d ivine 
work through the execution of a particular commiss-
ion, and by the 2!dea of strict obedience to the God who elects. -
In the Synoptic gospels the term "Son of God" s e ems 
to b e a pplie d to J e sus more in the sense of the Old 
Testament concept rather than in the s e nse of Hellen-
ism. According to Bultmann a. familiar Hel·lenistic 
accent in the term "Son of God" was the application to 
men of the mythological idea of being b e gotten by a god; 
especially to men "who seemed by their heroic deeds, 
mental accomplishments or benefactions to humanity to 
transcend ordinary human proportions."25 On the con-
trary, the Synoptics picture Jesus as the Son of God 
because of his obedience to the Fathe r and never in 
connection with miracles in which His power was mani-
fested. Cullmann remarks with reference to the tempta-
tions recorded by Matthew: 
24~., P• 275. 
25 · Bultmann, I, 130. 
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It is highly significant that Jesus rejects as 
satanic also the suggested 'Helle nistic• concep-
tion of his divine sonship in the sense of miracu-
lous powers. The point of the first two tempta-
tions is not whether Jesus believes tha t God's 
miraculous power is prese nt in the Son, but 
whethe r he will be di s obedient to his Father by 
attempting to use tha t power apart from the fu~b 
f ilment to his specific commission as the Son. 
Of chief importance for this study, ~o~;~er, is 
the significance of the t e rm 11 Son of God" i n the Gospel 
of John. For John J e sus is the Son o f God i n a unique 
manner (1:14 ,18; 3:16,18). In these verses he uses · 
the ter m ~lOVO r f..V? 5 • Bultmann says that this 
designation is to be understood on the b asis of its 
use in the Septuagint as a epithet of value meaning 
" belove d above a ll," and is synonymous with ~r(J{1T11~s. 21 
Baue r says the basic meaning of the Nord i s "only" 
(Josephus, Antiquities l, 222; Judges 11:34; Luke 7:12; 
9:38). Bauer says that it also has the meaning of 
unique, or only one of its kind (Cornutus 27, p . 49,13 
";;' I C / :> / ,.. / ;> / 
ll..SK,µoVe>dEv'?S O l(o(J""/.,e.r;S ~<rT/,.,<,c.()VOjf.V? ,;<A()VQ\ £0-1U-')• 
He says that the meaning "unique" or "only" may be quite 
28 
adequate for the occurrences in John. Stevens, in 
26
cullmann, P• 277. 
27sultmann, II, 35. 
28walter ' Bauer, ~ Greek-English Lexicon 2£ the~ - . 
Testament and other early Christian Literature, translat-
ed and adapted by William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur ~ingrich 
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1957),; P• 529. 
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his theology rightly observes: 
/ It [µ.ovo?ev1J] is not used in the sense of the 
Athanasian creed, to de note an e t e rna l proce ss of 
generation as contrasted with an act of creation. 
It is employed to add empha sis to the idea of 
Christ's unique relation to God a s the perfect 
ob j ect o f the divine love and 2~he perfect repre-s e ntative of the divine will. 
Be cause Jesus has this unique r e l a tionship with 
God so too He, a s the Son of God, execute s the Fathe r's 
wi l l here upon earth (5:25,26). It is true that implied 
in this term is the claim to identification with God. 
This is wh a t caused such a reaction by the Jews (10:33,36). 
Neve rthe less, Jesus as the Son of God is pres.tente d by 
John as the one who does the Father's work here upon 
e a rth (7:16; 8:28~. There is a oneness of will a n d work 
i 
which exists between Jesus and the Fa the r which extends 
even to the participation of the Son in the restoration 
of phy sical life (11:41-44). 
Though this title does describe the M~s~}anic 
office of Jesus and speaks of His unique relation to 
29stevens, P• 125. In an article in~ Journal 
of Biblical Literature, Dale Moody summarizes an un-
published doctoral dissertation by Francis Marion Warden, 
"Monogenes in the Joha.nnine Literature" written in 1938. 
Moody says that Warden demonstrates beyond reasonable 
doubt that Monogenes means "uniqueness of being, rather 
than any remarkableness of manner of coming into being •• 
• •" Cf. Dale Moody, "God's Only .Son: The Translation 
of John 3:16 in the Revised Standard Version," Journal 
£! Biblical Literature, LXXII (1953), 214. 
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the Fa the r, 30 yet the observa tion of Cullmann must also 
be kept in mind, indeed it dese rve s prominence . He 
s a ys that the two themes which a ppear in the Synoptic 
gospels, tha t of obe dience and unity in revelatory 
action a re present also in the "Son of God" concept in 
the Gospel of John. 31 He writes: 
Similarly, the unity of the 'Son of God' with the 
Fa the r is b a s e d on the f act, expressed also by 
Jesus himself, that he i 5 the only and beloved 
Son jus t be caus e he obed iently fulfil s the Fa ther's 
commission for the world: 'I can do nothing on 
my o wn authority; ••• I seek not my own will 
but the will of the one who sent me' (John 5:30). 
A oneness of e ssence exis ts b e cause the r e is a 
comple t e oneness of will. 'My food is to do the 
wi ll o f the one who se~z me, and to accomplish 
his work' (John 4:34). 
The Fat h e r-Son concept. 
The concept of Sonship is so dominant in the Gospel 
of J"oh n that it demands further consideration. Some of 
the mate rial to be considered now has been alluded to . 
brie fly in the preceding considera tion of the term 
"Son of God," but its meaning must be explored further 
by considering the "Father-Son" complex in John. In a 
consideration of this concept close attention must be 
30Ethelbert Stauffer,~ Testament Theology, trans-
lated by John Marsh (New York: Macmillan, 1955), P• 113. 
31
cullmann, P• 299. 
32
~., PP• 299f. 
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given to statements made by Jesus about Himsel:f as son 
and about His Father. 
/ 
Even a s the wordµ,ovodt~7s speaks of the unique 
a nd d i stinctive ·na ture of the sonship of Jesus, so, too, 
does the emphatic manner in which J e sus refers to the 
Father a s 11 my Father." In this Gospel Jesus speaks 
C I 
of "my Fathe r" ( o lft11T71 ~en.I ) twenty-four times . In 
an a rticle by Harold Greenlee attention i s d irected to 
this pecularity. Greenlee says tha t it is apparent that 
J e sus s ome times says "my Fathe r" with an inte ntional 
emphasis, an d purposely avoids using such a phrase a s 
11 our Father" which would h a ve been acceptable to t he 
33 Jews {5 :17; 6:32,40; 8:19; 14:2,7). Earlie r in his. 
a rticle Greenl ee h ad obse rved: 
Although Jesus c ommonly refers to God both as his 
father and as father of the faithful, nowhere does 
the Ne w Testament quote him as r eferring to God 
as "our Fathe r" in a sense which includes himself 
together with other people. The only New Testa-
ment instance of Jesus• use o f the phrase "our 
Father" is the Lord's Prayer ( Matthew 6:9); but in 
this instance he is not including himself, but 
only teaching the disciples what they should say 
when the y pray. 
John 20:17 gives Jesus a s e emingly ideal oppor-
tunity to s ay "our Father" . He could have s a id, 
"I ascend to our Father, and to~ God". Yet here 
Jesus significantly avoids classing his relation-
ship to the Father with that even of his disciples, 
33Harold Greenlee, "'My Fathe r•. The Significance 
of the manner in which Jesus refers to God a s Father," 
~ Bible Translator, VI, 3 (1955), 121. 
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saying instead , "I a scend to my Father and your 
Father; and to my God and your God0 .34 
Thare can be little doubt that the Jews understood 
Jesus to be claiming some special rel a tionship to God 
by his use o f the phrase "my Father." On one occasion 
~ . ..:..,__. -.,. 
the Jews the mselves claimed tha t God was their father 
(Jn. 8 : 41). But a l r eady in John 5:18 John records that 
the J e ws reacted violently when Jesus r e ferred to God 
as "my Fa the r." 
J e sus is the Son of God in the unique and distinc-
, C: / 
tive sense of being the p.,ovo 1c.v7s UJO;, • But the 
question remains to be answered, "What relationship 
exists between Fa the r and Son?" It has already been 
adv anc ed35 that in the term "Son of God" the re is a 
twofold thrust, tha t of obedience and of revelatory 
action. A further consideration of the Father-Son 
concept re-enforces this premise. 
Jesus, as the Son, was sent into the World by the 
Father. John uses two verbs both of whi ch mean "to 
send" (~1100-r{Uc.J , 7Tt,~ 17 t.) ). Karl Heinrich Rengstorf 
has an extenc.ed study of d.,ro o-,(AAc..J in Theologisches 
WBrterbuch ~ Neuen Testament. 36 He traces tl:e meaning 
34
~., PP• 120f. 
35 Supra, P• 34. 
? ,, 
36 [Karl Heinrich] Rengstorf, "r;(,ra a-r~ A Aw," 
Theologisches WBrterbuch ~ Neuen Testament, 
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> / 
of P\TT~ o-7eAA...:> to the Septuc1.g int and the Hebrew n511/. 
In the Se ptuagint ~1{oorf>.>iw is a technical term for 
the sending of a messenge r with a special task; the 
messenger himself does not have to be named (Gen. 31:4; 
~ / 
41:8,14). Rengstorf says in secular Greek 111,roc--rt~~c.J 
was u sed to describe one s e nt with a commission. How-
eve r , in the Gospel of John we are confronted 1;1ith the 
:, / \ f act that these two v e rbs, d.7TorrTt./)~w 
I' 
, and 1Tt:µrrw 
are use d in close proximity (5:23, 24 7 30, 33 ,36 ,37; 6 : 29, 
38; 7: 28 , 29 ). Rengs torf says of this phe nomenon: 
Eine deutliche Sonderstellung nimmt das Johannes-
evangelium e in. Hier scheint ~ 11 oG"rt. .\). , 2 v wirk-
lich vHllig promiscue mit ffi~n,av verwendet zu 
we rde n; denn wie Jesus zur Kennzeichnung s e iner 
Vollmac h t den Juden gegenUbe r ebenso wie vor seinen 
JUnge rn d as Wort ~"o~ri)~izv benUtzt und damit 
ausdrUckt, dass hinter s e inen Worten und seiner 
Pe rson Gott selbst steht und nicht e twa s e in e igenes 
Bege hren, und wie e r darum auch ger ade im Gebete 
mit diesem Worte s e in Verh~ltnis zu Gott umschreibt, 
so f i nden wir d och in engster Verbunde nhei t damit 
a uch -rr{~ rr ~ 2. v verwendet, und zwa r keineswege 
so, d a ss e in Bedeutungsunterschied sich __ yon selbst 
nahelegte. Bei nahe rem zusehen fallt aber auf, 
dass der johanneische Jesus, wenn er von s e ine r 
Sendung durch Gott spricht und dabei 11E~7l"fl.v 
gebraucht, das so tut, dass er von Gott als dem 
71[.,M,r} qs ./.A-£. redet. Dieser Sprachgebracht 
ist bfui Jesus ganz ausschliesslich [in John] auf 
Gott beschrM.nkt, wobei die Formel zT zu o "17~ y):,ts 
.,ec..£ TT~,..?r' erweitert wii:,d; umgeke hrt gebraucht 
Jesus ande~; Formen von "TT&.M-TT t 1 v wenn er es von 
sich sagt. 
herausgegeben von Gerhard Kittel (Stuttgart: V~rlag 
von w. Kohlhammer, 1933), I, 397-448. 
37Ibid.' PP• 403f • 
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Rengstorf concludes: 
Der zunUchst recht seltsame Tatbestand findet seine 
Erklarung darin, dass im Johannesevangelium 
-;_-no rrl~~ 6.2.V von J esus da gebraucht wir d , wo es 
sich um die BegrUndung seiner Autoritnt in Gottes 
Autoritat a ls der Authoritat des f Ur seine Worte und 
t-Jerks Verantwortlichen und sich fUr ihr Recht und 
ihre Wahrhe i t VerbUrgenden handelt, d a ss dagegen 
die Formel o -rri.4<.-'f«.S .ui ( ,r~ '21"' ) dazu dient, 
d i e Beteiligung Gottes am Werke Jesu eben in der 
actio seiner Sendung festzustellen--eine Deutung, 
die vBllig mit der joh Anschauung von J esus als dem 
harmoniert, dessen "Werk aus Gottes Werk entsteht" 
und durch den "Gottes Wirken. o • sein Ziel 
h e rste 11t11 .38 
It may be tha t Rengstorf has drawn a little too neat 
~ I / 
a distinction bet ween D(7TOO""Tt.A,114 ·and 7T6.,,u, IT w in 
John. The fact , however, cannot be ignored that John 
speaks of J e sus as one who h a s been sent by the Father 
to execute the Father's work here upon earth. 
In several key passages the concept of Father-Son 
plays an important role. In these pass ages the emphasis 
of being sent is to be noted. But wha t is more important 
is that these passages tell us a good deal of what is 
involved in the fact that Jesus is the Son. 
John 5:19-39 
c; / 
In this p assage the word u, o.5 appears some nine 
times, the word 1Tf1fr7r7 appears some eleven times, 
7r{AA,..71c...) appears some four times, and ~rror;--ri,}..).....,J 
38~., P• 404. 
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appears twice. The significance of th<:?se words comes 
to light when the entire passage is analyzed. In this 
section John state s that the Son does not act indepen-
dently of the Father but He does the same works as the 
Father because the Father has shown Him all that He 
does (vv. 19,20). · The Son is given power to give life, 
a work of the Father (v. 21), and the Son has been given 
all judgme nt by the Father (v. 22). Therefore it is of 
utmost importance for all to hear the words which Jesus 
speaks if a pe rson is to esc~pe judgment and come into 
eternal life (v. 24). These above thoughts are under-
scored in the next section (vv. 25-36). In the judgment 
which Jesus renders ,He does not act independently but 
in accordance with the will of the Father (v. 30). The 
works which Jesus does, therefore,. bear witness that He 
has been sent by the Father (v. 36). 
The Son does not act independently but in full 
harmony with the Father. Furthermore, the way to be-
lieve in the Father is to hear the words of Jesus (v. 24) • 
. . 
Conversely, men will never hear the words of the Father 
except by believing in Jesus who has been sent by the 
Father. The Son, as the one who has been sent, is the 
vehicle of revelation. Through Him the Father is re-
vealed. Man by himself cannot see the Father or hear 
the Father or receive the Word of the Father except 
40 
through the On e whom t he Father has sent (vv. 37,38). 
John 6 :25-71 
The s t atements made in this s ection are a gain made 
in the s ettin g of t he Fa the r-Son r e l ation ship . I n v e rse s 
25-34 Jesus s peak s ver y pointedly o f "my Fath e r." . At 
t he s ame t i me J e s us s penks of the work wh ich His Fat her 
has given Him t o do ; He is to bestow ete rnal life u pon 
t hose who belie v e i n Him (vv. 27, 40,54 ,68 ). Jesus 
c a lls Himse l f the bread o f life (v. 35, 48 ) which men 
must p a r t a k e o f i f t h e y a r e to r e c e ive e t e rna l l ife. 
Fina lly the though t culminates in an e schatologica l 
pictur e o s Jesus says tha t He is the one who will raise 
up the believer s a t the l ast day (vv. 39, 40, 44 ,54 ). 
This work of Jesus has been e n trusted to Him by the 
Father (6 : 40; compare 5:19-24 ). 
J e sus fulfilled the function inte nded by the Father. 
He c a me not to do His own will but the will of the Father 
who sent Him (v. 38). No one can see the Fa the r (v. 46), 
therefore the will of the Father can only be known as 
reveale d in the word and work of Jesus (compare 7:16,17 
28,29). 
John 8:12-59 
In this section Jesus claims that He is the light 
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of the world. Such a claim immediately arouses the 
enmity of the Pharisees who assert that Jesus is bear-
ing witness to Himself. This reaction of the Pharisees 
led Jesus to explain in greater deta il the implications 
of His cla im that He is the Son and that God is His 
Father. Throughout this chapte r J esus claims that He 
has been sent by the Father (v. 16,18,26,29,etc.). 
,Jesus, a s tl1e Son who has been sent , cl a ims that He is 
the Fathe r's orga n of revelationo Jesus declares only 
t h ,: t which He h a s hear d from the Father ( v. 26) ; He 
does nothing on His own authority but speaks a s the 
Fathe r t aught Hirn (v. 28); He always does· wh:o.t is well 
pleasing to the Father (vo 29). The revela tion which 
Jesus brings is sure and c ertain because it is not 
based upon speculation; J e sus speaks of that which He 
has seen when He was with the F'ather.. It was not His 
own idea to come into the world but it was the Father's 
will that He should come into the world. Jesus acted 
in obedience to the Fathe r's will (v. 42). 'fhe cla~-m 
is implicit in verse 47 that when Jesus speaks God the 
Father speaks, and that whoever rejects the words of 
Jesus, rejects the words of God. 
In this section the theme recurs that eternal life 
.comes ~omen through Jesus (8:51; compare 6:27,40,54,68). 
It is to be noted that Jesus emphasizes that in giving 
life He does not act independently of the Father but in 
42 
obedience to the Father. Jesus h a s one aim; He desires 
to do the will of the Father. As Jesus doe s the work 
which has been given him by the Fa the r and speak s the 
words of the Fa ther, He r eveals the Fa t her to the world. 
As men come to !,now the Son the y are a lso l ed to a 
knowl edge of the Fa ther . 
Th e thought tha t Jesus by His words and work re-
veals the Fa t her, a s noted in chapters 5-8, first 
a ppear ed in t he Prologue (1:18). It is true t hat there 
is a t e xtua l problem a s to the correct reading , whether 
it s houl d r ead the only God or the only Son. Nevertheless 
it is clear tha t the r e f erence is to Jesus. John de-
cla res that He who is in the bosom of the Fa t her has 
inte rpreted the unseen God. Jesus h a s ma de t h e Fa ther 
known to me n. 
The claim tha t Jesus is the revealer o f the Fa t her 
reaches its climax in the f a r e well addresses which Jesus 
directed to His disciples in the Uppe r Room on the night 
of His b e tra yal. In the course of the e vening Philip 
asked, "Lord, show us the Fa the r and we will be 
satisfied." J e sus replied, "Have I been with you so 
long, and yet you do not know me, Philip? He who has 
seen me has s een the Father. How can you s a y, 'Show 
us the Father•? Do you not believe that I am in the 
Father a nd the Fa ther in me? The words tha t I s a y to 
43 
you I do not spe ak on my own authority; but the Fa the r 
who d wells i n me does his works" (14:9,10; compare 
12:44, 45). 39 
John 10:22-39 
During t he f eas t o f the Dedicati on observed in 
J e r u s a l em, J e sus was again confronted by the Jews and 
cha llenge d t o t e ll t hem plainly whethe r or not He wa s 
the Chri st. They charged that He h a d been keeping them 
in suspens e . Jesus sugge sts tha t the ir persistent re-
f usa l t o belie ve t he works which He h ad done was the 
c au se of t heir suspense . Jesus had performed ma ny works 
which bore witne ss t o who He was. Jesus then c harged 
tha t the reason they did not believe was tha t they did 
not be lon g to His she ep. J e sus said, "The works that I 
do in my Father's n ame, they bear witness to me; but 
you do not belie ve, because you do not belong to my 
sheep. My sheep hear my voice, and I know them, and 
39aultmann•s comments are worth noting. Bultmann 
says, "In the person of the man Jesus--and only in him--
is God Hims elf to be met •••• In the work of Jesus, 
therefore, God appears, but God is not pe rce ptible, a s 
Philip's request implies, to the gaze of an observer. 
He is perceptible only to that man who h ~~ the opennes~ 
to let himself be reached by the work of .Jesus ••• •" 
Cf. Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of~~ Testament, 
translated by Kendrick Grobel <New York: Charles 
Scribner's Sons, 1955), II, 49f. 
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they follow me; and I give them eternal life, and they 
shall never perish, and no one shall snatch them out 
of my hand" ( 10: 26--28). The sheep are secure in Jesus, 
hands because He and the Father, who is greater than 
a11, 40 are one (10:29,30). No one can snatch the sheep 
4oTh ' t t 1 1 . e re is a ex ua prob em in John 10:29 which is 
very confusing .. The phrase "who has given them to me, 
is grea ter than all" (RSV) is the transla tion of a Greek 
t ext which is one among five possible readings. The 
correct Greek t ext could be one of the five following: 
( a ) o~ ' c : '- · -, tr fv // o , 1 ':"'t < • > a._ O 'WV c. ..- ~ lT"- i!TwV P£~ 0 vB it vg boh; 
( b) ,:\ 
~:.~ wl( :v /t-<,-0 l. / J t 0 TT a. VT ,_,, V .M ! 2 WV / W S ah ; 
(c) r\ 3, :S- ,. ,,Po E, l.j Iv v' ., sin . l 66 p75 o..s e w I( E v ~ o i 7Tl7'o 1/TI.J v' w pesh n · P 
( d) (.\ £,. / OS t.~c..,,rt\l"' .,ulJI.. .,a £l5() V I 1T ,tvTwVA @ 
(e) 0 J°£~c..}l(...s.S .M,.Ol ,. J 1TAVtW V ,,,u £t. wY D 
Nestle's Greek text has the (a) rea ding. Bernard also 
says that this reading has the better textual tradition. 
Cf. J. H. Be rnard,~ Critical~ Exegetical Commentary 
_2!! the Gospel According J:2 g. ~ (New York: Charl.es 
Scribner's Sons, 1929), II, 347. There are, however, 
grave difficulties with this reading in spite of its 
acceptance by such rencwned men with whom Westcott also 
agrees. Cf. Brooke Foss Westcott,~ Gospel According 
to st. John ([a reprint of the 1898 edition]; Grand 
Rapids:~ B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1954), II; 
67,76. The neuter reading would throw the thrust upon 
the· sheep--that which my Father has given me is greater 
than all. If we read the masculine rela tive l"s , the 
emphasis falls upon the Father as the one who gave the 
sheep into Jesus• hand and is thus greater than all. 
Barrett says that if we accept the masculine readings 
the argument runs: No one shall snatch t :1em out. of my 
hand; my Father who has given them to me is greater 
than all .others; no one therefore can snatch the~ out 
of his·hand. This is straightforward and makes good 
sense. Cf. c. K. Barrett, p. 3i7. It wou1g6 seem t9gt the addition of two of the l~test papyri, p and p 
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out of the hand of Jesus because this power of the 
Father which transcends all other powers, visib le and 
invisible, is also Hr..s power (Cf. I Jn. 4:4). By 
stating that the sheep are safe in Jesus• hands, be-
cause He and the Father are one, and so this great 
power of the Father is also His power, the emphasis 
falls upon the functional relationship which exists 
between Jesus and the Father. 
The emphasis which Cullmann noted as character-
. Al . 1.stic of the title "Son of God"- is reaffirmed by 
this consideration of the Father-Son relationship. 
As the Son, Jesus was obedient to the Father in all 
would lend great weight to Barrett's argument. 
Bernard says that to accept the neuters in this phrase 
would do violence to the context. The context stresses 
the wea kness of the sheep and their dependence upon the 
Shepherd , and so Bernard prefers the masculine readings 
to the neuter even though he believes that the neuter 
has the best textual evidence. Cf. Bernard, II~6 348. It may be that if Bernard had the evidenee' -'o:f:; p and 
p 75 he i·10uld have had the textual evidence for what 
he believed was the best reading. It may be that the 
neuter form ~[i5 ov is the correct form (cf. the neuter 
{y in V • 30), and that this ir responsible for the 
alteration of the masculine o s to the neu·t-~ o/. How-
ever, whether one reads A.-<.£q wv or µ.c.~4ov the thought 
is not changed substantially as long as one reads the 
masculine relative o's • Rudolf Bultmann concurs with 
Bernard that the correct readings must be the masculine. 
Cf. R. Bultmann,~ Evangelium ~ Johannes, PP• 294f. 
This is the reading I have accepted. Thi:re is good 
textual evidence for this reading and it fits most 
naturally with the context. The phrase then says that 
the power of the Father is unlimited. It transcends that 
of any other power, visible or invisible. 
41 Sup.ca, p. 34. Cf. Cullmann, p. 299. 
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things. He did not seek His own will, He did not act 
independently 0£ the Fa ther; His acts were not caprici-
ous nor thoughtless, but in all His sayings and activi-
ties we note this overriding consciousness that Jesus 
was doing the works 0£ the Father, He was not doing 
His own will but came down to do the will of the Father. 
He wa s obe dient to the Father, seeking not His own 
g l ory but the glory of the Father. As He executed the 
works of 'i:he :r.,ather upon earth He was the organ of re-
vel a l:ion. Th e Father is ma de knoi,.m through the works 
a n d words o f J esus. Stevens corre ctly observes: 
It i s doubtless true tha t the ethical aspect o f 
Jesus• relation to God and of the mission given 
him by the Father, is what is most prominently 
brought forward in the passages which speak of 
his s onship. This is what the practical and 
historical character of the Gospel should lead 
us to expect. The Gospel is not a treatise on 
the metaphysical nature of Christ, but an account 
o f the way in which he revealed God . His perfect 
harmony with the Father's will, and his conse-
q u ent f itnes s to accomplish tr,e work of man's 
salv~tion, 4 ~re n~turally made especially prorainen t. 
Othe rs go farther and assert that beyond this 
f unctional relationship between Jesus and the Father 
pictured in the Gospel o f John, there is also 
pictured an ontological rela tionship. In a recent 
articie (1961), D. o. Via says: 
42 Stevens, PP• 113f. 
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We h a d already noted tha t Fa the r a n d Son are one 
so tha t t o s e e the Son is to see the Fathe r. 
Alongside this is the notion of mutua l indwellin g 
f ound in (17:21-2 3; 1 4 :10-11,20 [10:38 ]). This 
onene ss is not a matter o f s t atic essence for it 
expr e s s es its elf i n action . God d oe s Hi s works 
in Jesus (14 :10) or J e sus does God's works (5:17, 
19 ; 8 :28-29 ; 9 : 4 ). This, h owe ver , is not merely 
an e xte r nal relat ionship of obedience, for God 
and J e sus sha r e the s ame lif e ( 5: 26). An d this 
f i nally is grounded in God 's love for Jesus and 
J esu s • r e s ponsive love for God ( 5 :20; 3: 35 ; 1 4 :31). 
I f John h a d understood Jesus• d ivine status pure ly 
i n t e rms o f a r e l a t i onship to God he would h ave 
omitted t he mutua l indwelling p a ssages and the 
sta t e men t tha t the Fa t h e r g a v e the Son to have 
lif e in Himse l f (not to me ntion others). I think 
tha t i t c a n hardly b e de nied tha t the re ar e on to-
log i cal as well as r elationa l e lements in John's · 
Chris tology •••• 4 3 
I t s eems , however , tha t Via stre s ses a point which 
John d i d not intend to s tre s s . Certa inly, only few 
schola r s would say tha t John denie s a n ont ologica l 
r e l ation ship between Jes us a n d the Fath er. But the 
point must be r a i sed wh e the r or not the ontological re-
l a tionship betwe en Fa the r a nd Son i s a thrust in John's 
Christology. It might well b e questioned whethe r the 
mutua l indwelling p a ss ages r e ally r efer to an ontologica l 
relation s h ip b e twe en the Father and the Son. In t wo 
pla c e s where J e sus s ays tha t He is in the Father and 
the Fathe r in Him, He also speaks o f be ing in the 
believer a n d the belie ver in Him (14 :20; 17:21). If 
4 30. o. Via, "Da rkness, Christ, and the Church in 
the Fourth Gospel," Scottish Journal _g! The ology, 
XIV, 2 (1961), 180. 
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on the one h a nd these v e rses speak of an ontological 
rel a tionship between Jesus a nd the Fa ther, the y also 
speak, so one must infer, of an ontologica l relat ion-
ship be tween the believers and Jesus and t he Father. 
To a sse rt an ontological relationship between the be-
lie vers and J e sus goe s beyond the teaching not only of 
John but of the entire New Testament. 
In 10:37,38, J esus claims to be doing the work of 
God. He appeals to His audience to conside r His works, 
even though they may be offended by His person. He 
appeal s to t h em to note tha t the works whid-i~:'He does 
a r e really d ivine works; yes, they are the ·Father's 
works . Though they may take o f fense at the person of 
Jesus, yet i f the y would consider His works without 
prejudice they would have to acknowledge tha t the works 
which He did were the works of God the Father. Jesus 
had come forth from the Father and been s e nt into the 
world, but in this coming forth He is not separated 
from the Fathe r in the sense that He goes an indepen-
dent way a nd pursues His own ends. On the contra~y, 
He acts in obedience to the Father's will, He performs 
the Father's work so tha t in seeing Jesus men are con-
fronted with the Father. 
T. w. Manson, in a recent study, says tha t the 
phrase "the Fathe r is in me and I am in the Father" 
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(10:38) suggests tha t the unity between the Father 
and Son is thought of in terms of identity of will 
rather ·than identity of substance. He adds that the 
unity between Fa ther a nd Son consists in the fact that 
the Son thinks the Father's thoughts, wills the Father's 
purpose, a nd acts in the Father's power. Manson then 
turns to the First Epist le of John for the parallel 
thought of believers abiding in the Father (I John 
2:23,24 ), para llels which have already been noted in 
44 the Gospel o f John (1 4 :20; 17:21). 
CONCLUSION 
The oneness of the Son with the Fathe r (10:30) 
is shown by the immediate context to be a functional 
r a ther than an ontological oneness. Jesus exercises 
this a ll-tra n s cende nt power of the Father and so the 
sheep are safe in His hands. Our consideration of 
other sections of John has given gre ater weight to 
such an interpretation of the oneness of Father and 
Son. The Son does the Father's work here upon earth 
and it i s through the .Son tha t men are brought into 
44T. w. Manson, .Q.!!. ~ ang l9.h!l: ~ selected 
Theological Themes, No. 38 of Studies, in Biblica l 
Theologx edited by Matthew Black (London: SCM Press 
Ltq., 1963), PP• 133f. 
50 
confronta tion. with the Father. The work of judgment 
and of granting life to ·whom He would, h a s been en-
truste d by the Fa the r t o the Son (5:21,22). All of the 
works which Jesus did were the works of the Fa the r and 
He did the m be c au s e it was the Fa ther's will (6:38; 
10:25). As the obe die nt Son J e sus r eveals t h e Father 
in a ll Hi s works. This function of J e sus a s t he re-
v e ale r wa s a l ready indic a t ed in the Prologue. Jesus 
a s the Logos made the Fathe r known (1:1-4 ,18). 
As t he r ev e ale r o f the Fathe r Jesus stands in a 
uniqu e r e l a tionship to t he Father. He is the u n i q ue 
son , the only one of its kind and while the disciples 
also h av e God as Father they do not have God as Father 
in the same s e nse as does Jesus (20:17). Ye t John's 
presentation of the relationship between Jesus and the 
Father a lways emphasizes the functional nature of the 
oneness of the Father and the Son. Jesus does the 
works of the Father and speaks the words of the Father. 
Through Jesus men are confronted by the Father. Jesus 
is the Revealer of the Father. 
CHAPTER IV 
THE ONENESS OF THE CHURCH I N THE FOURTH GOSPEL 
Introduction 
The seve nte enth chapter of the Gospel of John is 
traditiona lly c alle d "The Highpriestly Pra y e r" of our 
Lord . In this cha pte r John h a s r e corde d the last 
lengthy pr ayer of Jesus.1 In it He · prays for Himself 
(vv. 1-8); He prays for His Apostles (vv. 9-19); He 
pra y s f o r a ll future Believers (vv. 20-26). 2 
-:":'' "':""· ... . :_ 
1 The re are many commentators who say that we can-
not know whether or not John 17 records the actual 
words of Jesus. It is not my purpose here to enter 
into a discussion of this question. I take it that 
this pray e r a s recorded in -John · 17 is substantively 
that which wa s prayed by Jesus. My purpose is only 
to try to understand what the text itse lf says. 
2c. H. Dodd has outlined this chapter in the 
following way: "The central portion of the prayer 
(xvii. 9-19) contemplates the disciples in their 
situation in the world after Christ's departure 
,, ~,., ...... , "') 'l\:> - / ':,, 
OUl('i..T/ € 2.Lt l £V Tftj l( OIT/ ..(..'-;! l(",l Q(Ufol ev r~ 1roirµ.t.::1 € '2.0- IV ; 
commissioned to carry on His work (xvii. 18) and ex-
posed to the hatred which brought Him to the cross 
(xvii. 14). He prays that they m~y be kept in God's 
•name• {11), preserved from evil (15) and sanctified 
in the truth (19); that they may be one and have fulness 
of joy (13). · 
Finally the scope of the prayer broadens to include 
all future believers (xvii. 20-26). Christ prays that 
they may all be brought into the perfect unity of the 
divine life as shared by Father and Son. Christ will 
thus be manifested to the world, and His own will be 
with Him, will have the vision of the glory of God, 
and will experience the divine ~J':..rr7 in its fulness." 
c. H. Dodd,~ Interpretation of~ Fourth Gospel 
(Cambridge: The University Press, 1953), pp. 417f. 
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One of the significant petitions which appears in 
<.I both sections of this prayer is found in the words IV~ 
'> c/ 
Wcr1v cV (17:11,21,22,23). But this phrase does not 
stand in isolation. In the first three i n stances (vv. 
11,21,22) the intended meaning of the petition is given 
by the addition of a comparison. In verse 11 t he 
(I T c\ C\ , <: _... petition reads: .fVot 00-w eV Kd..Ot...Js ?,.1,tfLS; in verse 21 
• t d C/ / ('\ :> ('\ \ I I :> 
l. rea s: /VA rTflCVr~s ~v .~VIV.) Ko<l:>lw.s ff"(/..) TT,<T?!°.J EV 
:::, ' / (' I ., v \ > / • d . 22 · t d c c.ftOl. <9'
0 
w c:v tro1.. , an in verse J. rea s: tVo\ 
'>' <'' (\ ' ti ,- ('/ 
wo-1\/ cv' K<1.D'w~ ?k-E:H (V• In all three instances the word 
K~9~5 appears . This word is a conjunction which is 
used to compare two things. 3 It is important to note 
that when l(,i9c.j.s is used the first proposition presented 
is subordinated to the second proposition. 4 This means 
3 (') I 
Walter Bauer, "Kv<~<.v.s. , " f::. Greek-English Lexicon 
.2f ~ ~ Testament ~ Other Early Christ'i""an Litera-
~, translated and adapted by William F. Arndt and 
F. Wilbur Gingrich (Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press, c.1957), p. 392. Blass-Debrunner lists tr-t€Jws 
as a comparative conjunction under the classification 
of Subordinating Conjunctions. Cf. F. Blass and 
A. Debrunner, ~ Greek Grammar .2f ~~Testament~ 
Other Early Christian Literature, a translation and 
revision of the ninth-tenth German edition incorporat-
ing supplementary notes of A. Debrunner by Robert w. 
Funk (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, c.1961), 
P• 236, #453. 
4In a brief article in The Expository Times, 
T. Evan Pollard states that in the early christological 
controversies the Arians tried to reverse the comparison. 
The Arians tried to work from the oneness of the 
disciples to the oneness of Father and Sorr (Jn. 10:30). 
Athanasius responded to this and stated that their 
53 
that" the oneness for which Jesus prays is to be like 
the oneness which exists between the Fa ther and Himself. 
Chapter III of this Thesis concluded tha t the oneness 
which exists between Fa ther and Son as presented in 
the Fourth Gospel is a oneness which is b asically 
functiona.l and not primarily ontological. When this 
interpre t a tion is applied to the phrase "that they may 
be one" (17:11,21,22,23) it almost certainly rules 
out any possibility that Jesus was specifica lly praying 
f or any kind of an organizational unity. 5 The question 
method o f interpretation was in error. Athanasius 
s howed that in each of the three places where Jesus 
pra ys for the unity of His disciples with one another, 
t he unity is compared with a higher unity, the unity 
of the Father and the Son. Therefore, Athanasius said, 
the unity of believers with one another must b e com-
pared with the higher unity of Father and Son, and 
not vice versa. Cf. T. Evan Pollard, "'That They All 
May Be One ' (John xvii. 21)--and the Unity of the 
Church," ~ Expository Time s, LXX, 5 (1959 )"'~  149. 
5This interpretation is unacceptable to~the 
Roman Catholic Church. The Roman Catholic Church 
claims to be the only church. Even the phrase 
"separated brethren" currently used (1965) by Pope 
Paul VI,: (9opularized by Pope John XXIII), while it is 
intended to be a charitable term to designate those 
non-Roman Catholics whom the Pope recognizes as Christ-
ians, still it implies that the Roman Catholic Church 
is the one church--no other Christian Church exists. 
It seems to be no accident that most Roman Catholic 
interpreters interpret the oneness of the Father and 
the Son in an ontological sense. In this way they 
arrive at a perfect apology for the Roman Catholic 
claim to be the one Church. In a dissertation pre-
sented to the Facultas Theologica Pontificiae 
Universitatis Gregorianae, R. Matzerath expresses this 
thought. He says that the disciples will be one in 
heart as the Father and Jesus are one by nature. In 
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is then raised, " Wh a t othe r kind of unity is there 
beside s organizational unity?" 
The Oneness of the Disciples 
Jesus was one with the Father in that He fully 
a n d comple tely fulfilled the Father• s wi).l here upon 
earth. He was the obedient Son who sought not His own 
will but the will of Him who s e nt Him (4:34; 5:30; 
6:38). J esu s was s e nt to reveal the Fa the r. This 
work He fulfilled (Jn. 1 4 :9). Jesus a nd the Father 
ne ve r worked at cross purposes but were a lways in full 
accord because Jesus did not s eek to \-Jork independently 
of the i:"' a the r. He subm:i,.tted to the scourging and the 
crucifix ion because the Father so willed it (Jn. 18:11). 
In John 17:9-19 J esus pray s for His diSeiples who 
will shortly be on their own Kt(j -,r/'6.s tr"~ E/'(~..uott 
tha t they would be of one will and mind and purpose 
' 
another section of his work he says that the unity of 
faithful must be of an exalted nature because it is 
based upon the ideal unity of the Father and the Son. 
From this it then follows that the faithful must be one 
in a body, a society, a Church. Cf. R. Matzerath, ~ 
Prayer £!. Christ 12£ Unity (~ ll:_gQ-£1) . CDissertatio 
ad Lauream in Facultate Theologica Pontificiae Univer-
sitatis Gregorianae, Romae 1950 [a published copy was 
obtained from the Catholic University of America 
Library, Washington, o.c.J), PP• 127, 155. Cf. also 
Emile Mersch, The Whole Christ, translated by John R. 
Kelly (Milwaukee: The Bruce Publishing Co., 1938), 
pp. 189f. 
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even as He and the Father were of one will and mind 
and purpose throughout His earthly ministry. Bernard 
states that the meaning of the phrase 
(I -;' c\ 
I\Vo<. Wo-LV c!V 
(")\ C" 
K D\ c,, w s 7 µ €. ~ s is 
· tha t the apostles might be united in will and 
purpose and spiritual fellowship even as the 
Fa ther and the Son are united •••• They had 
been given a "new" commandment, enjoining all 
disciples to love one another (see on 13:34), 
and the Fatherly protection of God is now in-
voked for them , that they may be kept of one 
mind in their s acred fellowship.6 
Adolf Schla tter expresses the meaning of this phrase 
in this way: 
Da ss die JUnger sich nicht entzweien und nicht 
gegeneinander arbeiten, sondern in starker 
Gemeinsamkeit des Wirkens verbunden bleiben,: 
ist d a s erste, unbedingt Notwendige, woran ihre 
g a nze Wirksamkeit gebunden ist. Diese Eintracht 
liegt jenseits des menschlichen VermBgens und 
ist die \•Jirkung und Gabe der gBttlichen Gnade. 
Darum ist sie der Inhalt des Gebets.7 
The interpretation of Bernard and Schlatter is 
substantiated by the remainder of the prayer for the 
disciples (through verse 19). Jesus has a particular 
task for the disciples. It is not His will that they 
6J. H. Bernard,~ Critical~ Exegetica~ 
Commentary .Q!1 the Q_osoel According tog.~, a 
volume in ThP. International Critical Commentary 
(New Yorlc:Charles Scribner's Sons, 1929), II, 569f. 
7o. A. Schlatter,~ Evangelist ~<2h_annes: 
~ spricht, denkt ~ glaubt (Stuttgart, Calwer 
Vereinsbuchhandlung, 1930), p. 321. 
Wie 
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8 
should be t ake n from the world. Rathe r than retreat 
they a r e to e ncounter and engage. Even as the Father 
sent Jesus into the world, so now Jesus sends the 
disciples into the world (17:18). It is an assign-
me~ t which c arrie s with it accompanying dangers. There 
is one who will prey upon the disciples--the evil one. 9 
He will not be s a tisfied to quietly withdraw and let 
the discip les go about their work unmolested.lo It 
will be the devil's purpose to sow strife and discord 
among t he d isciples if a t all possible. Evidence of 
8 I here t ake world in the sense of sinful mankind 
who are sepa r a t e d from Godo The world is the scene of 
the s aving work: of J e sus (Jn. 3:17,19; 6:14; 8:26; 
10:36; 12 : 46; 16:28; etc.), yet not all receive Jesus, 
many a r e hostile to Him and will v e nt this hostility 
upon His disciples (17:14). 
9There is some question whether To'J 11ov7/'o'CJ is 
to be t ak en a s neute r or masculine. Taken as a neuter 
it would mean that the disciples are to be kept from 
evil; a s a masculine it would refer to the evil one--
the devil. Barrett says tha t it is impossible to be 
sure whether rrov ?l'o~ is adjectival or substantive 
(He uses these terms instead of neuter or masculine). 
The onl v other. occurrences of the word in ,John's 
Gospel are both adjectival (3:19; 7:7) yet Barrett says, 
the use in I John (2:13f; 3:12; 5:18) suggests strongly 
that ~Tohn is thinking of the Evil One, not of evil. 
The death of ,Jesus means the judgment of the prince of 
this world (12:31; 14:30; 16:11), but he is not deprived 
of the power to harm the disciples if they are left with-
out divine aid. Cf. c. K. Barrett,.!!:!£. Gospel ~ccording 
to~- John:.!!!! Introduction with Commentary~ Notes 
.2!l ~Greek~ (London: s.P.C.K., c.1958) p. ~25. 
lOThe Gospels of Matthew, Marlt:, and Luke give a 
picture of the activity of the devil in the temptation 
of Jesus (Matt. 4:1-11; Mark 1:12,13; Luke 4:1-13). 
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such activity l ay near a t hand ( Mark 9:33,34; Luke 
22:24-27). 
While J e sus was visibly with His disciples He 
established their unity and their d is t inctiveness . 
The preservation o f this unity and this distinctive-
ness could not now dep e nd only upon the disciples ; it 
would be pr e s e rved on l y a s the disciples were k ept in 
union with the Fa ther. John expresses this thought in 
/ ..) \ ') ~~ / / 
the petition T~ftrov {1.ufous c.V 'T~ ovo,u.0<Tf trotJ. In 
this pe tition it i s a bit difficult to determine whether 
:, - ) / / the phrase £V -r~ o Vo.<.1.0f.Tl oo u h as a single or a double 
me a ning . In 17:6 J esus says tha t He h as manifested 
(revea l e d ) the n a me of the Father to the disciples. 
)/ 
Here the word ovo..u.~ undoubtedly signifies the being 
of God i nso far as He has revea led Himse lf. This thought 
was prevalent in the Old Testament: "God also said to 
Moses, "Sa y t h is to the peop l e of Israel, 'The Lord , 
the God of your fathers, the God of Abraha m, the God 
of Isaac, and the God of Jacob, has sent me to you': 
this is my name for ever, and thus I am to be remembered 
throughout all generations." (Ex. 3:15); " Thus s a ys the 
Lord who made the e arth, the Lord who formed it to 
establish it--the Lord is his name:" (Je r. 33:2; compare 
Ex. 6:8; Amos 5:8, 9:6). The question then arises 
:, ::, I / 
whether £1/ in the phrase £.V 1c:J ov'OM<Al l 0-0tl is instru-
., 
mental or locative. If the £ V is translated as instru-
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mental the sense would be: "keep the m by means of thy 
name"--tha t is, you who have revea led yourse lf to be 
the God of power and might, keep a nd preserve these 
disciple s. If the thought we re locative the phrase 
would mean "ke ep the m a s thy own. 1111 Pe rhaps it would 
b e well to allow both me a nings to stand; the rest of 
the sentence would s eem to allow for thiso Jesus said 
that while He wa s with the disciples He kept the m in 
the Fa the r's n a me a nd guarded the m so that none wa s lost 
save t he s on of perd ition. Jesus kept the disciples 
and He a lso gua rde d them so tha t none was lost s a ve 
Judas I s c ariot . This me ans that the oneness of the d is-
ciples depe nds upon the ir being kept as God's possession, 
a s t a t e which c a n b e ma inta ined only by the activity 
of the a lmighty Fa ther. From this it follows that the 
unity of the disciples depends upon their relationship 
to Goct.12 
Not only does Jesus pray that the disciples may 
be one, but He also prays that they may be sanctified 
in the truth (17:17,19). These two thoughts cannot 
be separated; they belong together. Jesus has a mission 
11Barrett, pp. 423f. 
12This thought appears in the parallel section 
of this prayer when Jesus prays for future b ~lievers 
and will be discussed more fully at that poin t (17:22). 
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for the disciples13 and this mission is the proclamation 
of the word which He h ad e ntrusted to them (17:20). 
The mission will not be completed if the disciples work 
at cross purposes, competing with one another, under-
mining one another. 
Bernard says tha t this petition "that they may be 
one" was shown t o h c.v e been fulfilled in the success of 
th t · . 14 e apos·olic preaching. Yet it seems difficult to 
speak of :fulfillment in absolute t erms. Even among the 
f irst apo s tles there were some t imes dif:ferences of 
opinion (Ga l. 2:11). The se disciples we re human and 
the ir onene ss was never realized i n the absolute sense 
in which Jesus and the Fa the r were one.15 
The Onene ss of the Church 
The r e c a n be little doubt that John h ad the thought 
13The word &)(1rfJ cul appears infrequently in the 
Fourth Gos pel, yet it is a significant word. It appears 
at 10: 36 where it is said tha t . God sanctified J'.esus for 
his mission to the world. This is a use of if<(1'4~ c:2.V 
found also in the LXX. Jeremiah was sanctified to be 
a prophet (Jer. 1:5). Aaron and his sons were sanctified 
to be priests (Ex. 28:41). ~0,J~i~v means to consecrate for a religious purpose. 
1 4 Bernard, II, 570. 
I 15It may be that the participle 1ETEA H iJµ. EVO L 
potnts in this direction. This thought will be discussed 
at greater length in the next section. 
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of the church in mind when he wrote the Fourth Gospel. 
::, \ I 
Al though the word t K tr117rr /fl.. doe s not a ppea r in t h e 
Fourth Gos pe l, i ts ab sence does not exclude such thinking. 
Such thinkin g about t h e Church is made clear in the las t 
s e ction of J e sus • highprie stly praye r (17 : 20-26), where 
the thoughts o f J esu s turn from the sma ll ban d of the 
e l e v e n to e nvis ion t he result o f the ir mis s ion. Jesus 
s ees b eyond the pr esent mo ment a n d He s e e s t he fruit 
of the missio nary activity o f t h e disciple s, a comp any 
o f peo p l e who belie v e on Him b e c a u se of the proclamation 
of the f irs t disciple s. 
I t may be t hat John pre s erved this p a rticula r 
p art o f the pr ayer of J e sus f o r apologetic r easons. 
Ther e c an be litt l e doubt tha t t h e entire purpose of the 
Fourt h Gospe l is a pologetic (20 : 31). It may be t h a t 
John include d t he words o f J e sus for the onene ss of the 
Church bec ause of the d i fferences and divis ions which 
were alre a dy a ppearing in the church.16 Whethe r or not 
such a sta t e of the church is postulated, the exegesis 
16I realize that this may be rightly challenged. 
I base such a statement upon the picture pre sented in 
the three epis tles of John. The assumption that the 
state of the church for which the Gospel of John was 
written is substantially the same as the church to whom 
the epistles of John are addressed is bas ed upon the pre-
mise that the author of the Gospel is also the author of 
the epistles and that the Gospel and Epistle s were written 
about the same time. With few exce ptions this is the 
consensus of modern scholarly opinion. 
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of this p a s sag e (17:20-26) will not be substantia lly 
a lte red. It is clear tha t Jesus visualizes a community 
of b e lie v e r s , the s p iritua l desce ndents of the first 
disciple s, a nd He prays on their behalf, even as He h a d 
prayed f or the d isciple s, that they may be one.17 
The int e r pr e tation give n in the pre ceding section, 
''The One ne ss o f the ~is ciple s, " ne ed not be repe ated 
in t h i s section, save t o exp and upon it. In ·v e rse 21 
the pe tition follows the patte rn of verse 11. - It must 
be noted , howe ver, that in verse 21 a thought which was 
perhap s on l y i mplicit in 17:llff is ma de explicit. In 
~= 
v e rse s 21 a nd 22 it is stated t hat the oneness of the 
belie v e r s with one anothe r is grounded in their relation-
ship to J e sus Christ. This is a thought which is 
expressed in other New Testament writings (Gal. 3:28); 
it i s e x pressed a lso in other places in the Fourth 
17E. F. Scott says tha t the final section in John 17 
shows us the whole intention of the Gospel. The Gospel 
portrays the disciples as the beginning of the Church. 
They represented in miniature the great community that 
Christ would gather to Himself hereafter out of the 
world. Scott says that the Fourth Gospel is the story 
of the upbuilding of the church--the formation of the 
elect company to which Christ had revealed Himself and 
imparted His gift to life. E. F. Scott,~ Fourth 
Gospel:~ Purpose~~ Theology (Edinburgh: T. & T. 
Clark, 1908), p. 109. Such an assertion would not 
contradict the statement made pre viously that the 
purpose of the Fourth Gospel is apologet ic; Scott's 
statement complements this idea. 
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Gospel (10 : 11-16; 11:52 ; 15:lff .). 
In John 10 : 11-16 J e sus de scribes Himself as the 
Good Shephe r d . He is t he Good Shepherd b e cause He does 
not let tl1e wolf s c a tte r and r av a ge the shee p, r a ther 
He prote c t s the s heep, e v e n l a ying down His life for 
the m. Then J e sus speaks o f othe r sheep 
) \ / 
which were not o f t his f old (Q\.\J /\~ ) ; He 
which He has 
de sire s to bring 
these sheep a lso under His care and prote c _t \~n. The 
result envisaged is that there will be orie- -~iock 
( TTOltlV? >18 a n d one she pherd . Westcott s a ys t hat h e re 
in thi s p ictur e o f the she pherd a nd t he she ep, the b ond of 
fe llowshi p i s shown to lie in t h e common rel a tion to One 
Lorct. 19 -· ·- · -~· 
18rt i s a t thi s point tha t the Vulgate mistrans-
lated and on t he b asis of this mistra n s lat ion the Roman 
Catholic Church found f urther support for its claim to 
;) \ ., be the only church. The Vulga t e trans late d both ~UA~ 
and 7Tot..M. v? wi t h ovile. Westcott gives the history of ' 
the v a rious tra n s l a tions of this v e rse in the v a rious 
Latin editions a nd a lso in the English. He s a ys tha t 
this tra n s l a tion e nte r e d into the English tradition 
through Wyclif who f ollowed the Vulgate. This rendering, 
"one fold, one shepher d" was introduced into Cromwell's 
Bible [the Gre at Bibl~ in 1539 and retained its place 
do1,m to 1611. Cf. B. F. Westcott, ~ Gospel According .t.2 
.2!• ~ ([a reprint of 1893]; Grand Rapids: Wm. B. 
Eerdman•s Publishing Co., 1954), II, 74f. 
It is inte resting to note that even as late a s 1963 
Ca rdinal Bea still uses the Vulgate mistranslation as the 
basis for h.L:. argument that the Roman Catholic Church is 
the '!:rue church. Cf. Augustin Cardinal Bea,~ Unity 2!_ 
Christians, edited by Bernard Leeming (New York: Herder 
and Herder, 1963), P• 221. 
19 Westcott, II, 60. 
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The oneness of the believers with one anothe r is 
a rea lity only in Jesus Christ. This is indirectly 
affirmed i n 11:52 where the author of the Fourth Gospe l 
goes on to expand upon the prophe cy o f Caiphas who had 
said tha t it would be better tha t one man should die for 
the n ation rathe r than that the nation s hould perish. 
John e l ubora t e s on this sta t ement of Ca iapha s and says 
tha t this 'prophe cy had wider implications tha n Ca iaphas 
had r ealized; through the death of Jesus"""a 11::.:. the scatter-
ed sons o f God will be gathered into one. It is because 
of the work of Christ a nd the rel a tionship o f each 
person to Christ that all the scattered children of God 
will be gathered into a unity. This echoes 10:16. 
In John 15 : 1-11 J esus speaks of Himself as the vine 
and of His disciples as the branches. Here again the 
thought is emphasized that the relationship be tween the 
believer and Christ is of fundamental importance. 20 It 
20In a studyon eschatology in the Fourth Gospel, 
Alf Corell details at l e ngth the significance of thi·s 
discourse and the fact that the image chosen was that 
of the vine. He finds allusions to the Eucharist in 
the image of the vine and to the final judgment in the 
statements that the unfruitful branches will be cut down 
and burned. But he also says that the image was chosen 
because it was the most perfect expression of the union 
of the disciples with Christ and with each other; it is 
the supreme cause for thanksgiving and at the same time 
the most perfect sign of ~heir shared life and mutual 
love. Cf. Alf Corell, Consummatum ~; Eschatoloqy _~ 
Church l:!! the Gospel .2£ g. !!2!:m (New York: Macmillan 
Company, 1958), PP• 73f~ 
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is only as t he belie ve r is in Christ t hat he is in a ny 
wa y r e l ated with other be lieve rs. Howa r d s ays: 
I n thi s l ast d i s course [Jn . 15] the u n ity o f t h e 
Chu r ch a n d i t s separateness f rom t he world a r e 
e mphas i zed . But its unity is n o t t h a t o f an 
organi zation but o f or.~anic life . " Apart from 
me y e c an do n o t hing . 11 21 
It i s only a s the belie v a r s rema in i n t his r e l a tions hip 
with J esu s t hat t hey will be fruitf ul (15 : 5), a t h ough t 
whi ch i s refl e c ted in 17:23. 
The s u r v e y o f t hese three pa s sage s (10:11-16; 
11:52 ; 15 : 1- 11) s hows tha t the wor ds of John 17:21,23 
(\ \ \ I ::, ) ' ) \ 
K~o w 5 rr u 1To<.T 1f EV c..Mo \ K <:J,J'W ' I (./ \ EV lifOtJ IV til. /( O'i l 
::, \ :> ( ~ .) ) \ -I 
o<uTo l. c V 1.1 .,u-, \V w o- 11/ - e-J'LJ c:v ::, '\ \ .> > I crv To l. .5 K A t tr cJ € V c/.ldl., 
do not int roduce a n e w thought. Pe rhaps the bes t e xeges is 
of the mutua l indwe lling o f t he b e liever in Christ a nd 
Chris t in the believ e r is f ound in I John 1:3,7. He re 
the rel a tionship bet ween the belie v e r and God t he Fa the r 
I 22 
and God t he Son i s descr i bed a s ,ro 2. v w v11< • The one n e ss 
21
wilbert F . Howa r d , Chris tianity Accord in! toll• 
John (Phila d e lphia: The Westminste r Pre ss, 1 946 , p . 133 . 
-
22 J(o1vw v/~ de scribes an intimate ly close r ela t i on-
ship. It was a f avorite e xpression for t he marita l r e -
lationship a s the mos t intima t e betwe en human beings 
(Isocra tes 3:40; III Mace. 4:6). The word was a lso use d 
for ge nerosity (II Cor. 9:13) and even for t he gift 
given (Lev. 5:21). · The basic thought in I John l:3b ,6,7, 
centers upon the idea of an intimate and dynamic r e lation-
ship betwe en the believe rs and God and among b e lievers--
those who have fellowship with the Fathe r and His Son 
Jesus Christ. ,Cf. Baue r, p. 439. 
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of the church has its origin in the relationship between 
the believer and Christ. The oneness of the church 
never originates a s a result of human dec-i -s-i-9ns or 
human institutions; it arises only as a result of the 
common denominator which all believers share--Jesus 
Christ. 23 
This oneness for which Jesus prays is to be function-
al--lt is t o s erve a purpose. Jesus prays that they may 
be one in order that the world may believe that the 
Father s e nt Him and tha t the Father loves the world even 
a s He love s tne Son (Jn. 17:23; compa r e Jn. 3:16). 
This means tha t the church has a mission in the world 
and to the world. While the statement "even as you sent 
me into the world, so I am sending them into the world" 
(17:18) is not repeated in the prayer for the church 
(17:20ff ), yet the thought is re-echoed unmistakably. 
The sta tement by Jesus that He is sending His disciples 
out into the world is a statement which knows no tempora l 
limitations. It was not just the first group of eleven 
23Bernhard Weiss says: "As the unity of the Father 
and of the Son depends on this, that the Son is in the 
Father, and the Father in the Son, so the unity of 
believers depends on this, that through their mystical 
union with Christ they are in the Father (xvii. 21), 
and the Father, who is in the Son, is in them (ver~23)." 
Bernhard Weiss, Biblical Theology .2! ~~Testament, 
translated from the third revised edition by Re v. J ames 
E. Duguid (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1883), II, 411. 
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men who surrounded Jesus immediately before His cruci-
fixion and immediately after His resurrection who are 
sent forth--it is all those who believe who share in 
this sending. This becomes evident from the considera-
tion tha t just as the disciples who~ Jesus sent out 
were to be fruitful (17:20), so in turn were these 
future b e lievers to be fruitful (that the world may 
believe). 
~rhis brings the interpreter back to the question 
originally raised. In what does the oneness of the 
church consis t? Is the world to be convinced that Jesus 
was sent by t he Father and that the Father loves the 
world by virtue cf the fact that the Christians are a 
united organization'? This is an interpretation which 
many 1r1ho are vi tally concerned in the ecumenical move-
ment adopt. This can be inferred from the writing of 
Bishop Newbigin. He writes: 
These words of our Lord's prayer tell us that 
there are two things which the world is expected 
to recognize from the unity of Christians. 
Firstly, it is to recognize that Jesus has been 
sent by God. The world is to recognize in the 
Christian fellowship a supernatural unity, a 
unity \·Thich transcends all the usual · human 
groupings and parties, a unity which is the 
visible proof of the fact that at the heart of 
the Christian fellowship there is none other 
than the Apostle of God Himself; that JESUS is 
not the name of one of the great human religious 
leaders, but the name of Him who has been sent 
67 
by the Creator and Ruler of all as His 
plenipotentiary for the sake of men.24 
Such an interpretation would s e em to come into conflict 
with the Ne w Testament teaching that belief comes 
through proclamation ( Rom. 10: 14-1 7) • . Indeed it is not 
necessary to r a nge so f a r for such statements. In the 
text being considered (Jn. 17:20ff) Jesus explicitly 
says that the future believers are brought into this 
new r e l a tionship with Him through the word of the 
disciples. I f Bultmann is correct in his interpretation 
of ~'OJ r,.. , Bishop Newbigin' s interpretation becomes still 
f 
less t e n abl e . Bultmann s ays tha t t his a'o Jc,. which the 
Fa ther h a s g ive n the Son {17:22) and the Son in turn has 
give n to the d isciples (17: 22) is nothing other than 
the full revelation of the Fathe r, Bultmann's words 
bear repe tition. 
Die Bitte um die Einhe it der Gemeinde e mpf~ngt 
v. 22f. e rneute Motivierung, indem nicht nur 
noch e inma l d i e Erkenntnis der Welt als l e t z tes 
Ziel dieser Einheit genannt wir.d (V. 23b), sondern 
diese Einheit auch als Sinn und ErfUllung des 
Offe nb arungswirkens Jesu bezeichnet wird. 
Zweimal wird die ser Ge danke zum Ausdru5=k gebracht 
und dadurch sein Gewicht b e tont: die ~oj«, die 
ihm der Va t e r v e rliehen hatte, hat e r den Se inen 
gegeben, damit sie eins seien wie er und der Vater 
eins sind (V.22); er ist in ihnen und de r Va ter in 
ihm, damit sie vollendet werden zur Einheit (V.23a). 
24James Edward Lesslie Newbigin, 1.2, Christ Divided? 
~ Ele a !9£ Christian Unity .!,a~ ijevolutionarr Age (Grand 
Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1961 , P• 23. 
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Der Sinn der beiden satze ist der gleiche; sie 
sagen, dass J esu Werk s e ine ErfUllung darin findet, 
dass es e ine einheitliche Gemeinde gibt. Sein 
'.i\lerk wird zuerst damit beschrieben, dass er den 
Seinen d ie ihm vom Vater geschenkte ~6/;o<.. gegeben 
hat. Wieder i s t damit in der Sprach des Mythes 
sein Wirken als das des Offenbarers beschrieben: 
denn was heisst das anderes, a ls dass e r ihnen den 
Namen Gottes Offen barte (V.6), den Gott ihm gegeben 
hatte (V.11)?, a ls dass er ihne n Gottes Worte 
Ub e rmittelte, d i e er~on Gott e rha lten hatte (V.8)? 
Er h a t ihne n seine 6aj~ als ges che nkt dadurch, d a ss 
e r unter ihne n a ls der Offe nbarer anerk a nnt wird '1. 
und damit selbst verherrlicht ist (V.10). Aber 6°5~ 
wenn e inerseits der Glaube der Gemeinde ihre 
he i s sen kann, die ihr von ihm geschenkt wurde, wenn 
sie a l s in gleicher Weise ve rherrlicht ist wie er 
sel bst, und wenn andrerseits seine 8;~ 0\. d arin 
besteht , d a ss er der Offenba rer ist und als solcher 
gegl aubt wird, so gilt auch von der Gemeinde, gass 
sie an s e ine m Offenbarungswirken teilbekommt.2 
This mea ns tha t the oneness of the church i s a oneness 
of faith a s e ach belie v er is in Christ and Christ in 
him and the oneness is a onene ss of proclamation as 
each belie v e r i s united in the on-going work of 
Offenbarung . 'rhis para llels the one ness of the Father 
and the Son. Even as J e sus worked in p e rfect harmony 
with the Father and fully revealed the Fa the r on earth, 
so too He has now ent rus ted the work of i~v~1ation t o 
His followers. He prays that they might not work at 
cross purpose s in this work but that even as there was 
unity of will between Himself and the Father, so now 
He prays that the re might be this s ame unity of will 
2~udolf Bultmann, ~ Evangelium ~ Johann~ 
(12. Auflage; GBttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1952), 
pp. 394f. 
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among all who follow Him, that the revelation of God 
might be ma de known in the world through proclamation. 26 
Then the fruit will follow and the mission of the church 
will prosper. 'rhe comments of Theodor Jt!nicke give 
furthe r e mpha sis to what has been said and will serve 
well a s a concluding statement. Jt!nicke says: 
Wenn nun von der Gemeinde erbeten wird "dass sie 
e ins seie n, wie ich in dir und du in mir", so 
geht es um we it mehr als nur "der Glieder 
Einigkeit" (die vom Neuen Testament auch im 
Allgemeine n mit den AusdrUcken "Gerneinschaft" 
und "eine s Sinnes sein" bezeichnet wird). Es 
ge ht um d i e Vollma cht der Offenbarung im Zeugnis 
26The pa rticiple ,t,tA€~0M:voL poses a bit of a 
proble m. Doe s the participle mean that perfect unity 
can only cor:ne in the future? If so·; how far in the 
future? Basically the verb -rt~n-o w means to complete 
or c a rry to fruition, Acts 20:24. It also means to 
perfe ct He brews 10:1. Hos kyns maintains tha t to perfect 
is an a lmost t e chnical term in John for a mighty act of 
the Fa the r or the Son (4:34 ; 5:36; 17:4; 19:30; I John 
2:5; 4 :12,17,18). Cf. Edwyn Clement Hoskyns, The Fourth 
Goseel, edited by Francis Noel Dave y (London, Faber a n d 
Fabe r Limited, 1947), p. 505. This would mean that the 
stress fall s more on the thought that the oneness of the 
church is God's work rather than upon the thought that 
the unity of the church is something to be realized in 
the future . Be rnard interprets this participle to refer 
to a growing unity. Cf. Bernard, II, 578. It may be 
that there is here a recognition of the sinfulness of 
human nature a nd the inability of me n to work together 
harmoniously and so this unity will be a growing process. 
Or it may be that ;-c,e.Actw,'.(..fvoi is to be thought of in 
terms of fulfillment (Jn. 19:28). If the oneness of the 
church is functional and entails the proclamation of 
Jesus Christ, then the fruition of this proclamation will 
be that others are also brought to believe that Jesus 
has been sent by God and that the Father loves even them. 
The world believes when the oneness has been fulfilled 
in that the word is proclaimed. 
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der JUnger. Wie die ganze Herrlichkeit Gottes 
Uber dem Sohn ist, so soll sie nun auch Uber 
der Gemeinde sein. 11Und die Herrlichkeit, die du 
mir g abst, gab ich ihnen, damit sie e ines seien, 
wie wir e ins sind (d. h. damit die Offenbarung-
seinheit auch bei ihnen verwirklicht werde), ich 
in ihnen und du in rnir, dass sie seien vollendet 
in e ins, damit die Welt erkenne, dass du mich 
gesandt hast und liebst sie, wie du mich liebst" 
(22 u. 23). Gott und Christus sind so eins, 
dass im Christus Gott zu ~inden ist. So wird die 
Gemeinde e ins im Vater und Sohn, dass in ihr die 
nerrlichke it des Sohnes zu finden ist. "Damit 
d ie Welt erkenne ••• " Die l:.Jelt "erkennt" nicht 
a uf Grund der Einigkeit der Glieder der Gemeinde . 
Die GlaubwUrdigkeit der Gemeinde h a t eine a ndere 
Ga r anti e . Sie liegt in der "Einheit", die als 
Vc rhe i ssung Uber ihr steht, in der Offenbarungs-
vollma cht des Zeugnisses von Christus. Die 
Ge me inde grUnde t in der Einheit Jesu mit dem 
Va t e r. 2 ·, 
27The odor J ~nicke, Die Herrlichkeit ~ Gottessohnes 
(Be rlin-Biel e feld: Verl a g Haus und Schule, 1949), pp. 180f. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSION 
The one ~ess o f t he Fath e r a nd Son a s pres e nted in 
the Fourth Gospel is primarily a functional onen e ss. 
Jesus , as t he o bedient Son, a lways acted in complete 
a greement wi th t he Father, He d id the Father's work he re 
upon ear th , a l ways s eeking not His O\•m will but t h e will 
of the Father . I n the work which Jesus did a n d the wor ds 
which He spoke , J e sus revea led to His d iscip l e s who the 
Fa the r i s . J e s u s acted in full obedi e nce to the Fa the r 
a nd He f ulfilled the mis sion give n to Him by the Father. 
The one ness o f t he church is compa red to the oneness 
of the Father and the Son. It h a s its origin in the 
rel a tions hip o f the b e lie v e r with J e sus Christ. The 
oneness o f the Chur ch i s functional in that it r e late s 
s pecifi c a lly t o the mis sion of the church. Even as J e sus 
reveale d the Father , s o now the c hurch h a s b e en g ive n the 
commis sion to procla i m the words of Jesus to the world 
that the world ma y be brought to believe tha t Jesus came 
from the Pa the r and tha t the Fathe r loves the world. It 
is Jesus' prayer that in this work of proclamation ~he 
disciples will not work at cross purposes but with a 
unity of will and purpose. The oneness of the church is 
rooted in the rela tionship of the believer with Christ 
and is expressed in the proclama tion of the Gospel. 
A?PENDIX 
A Hi stori c a l Survey of t he Exeges i s o f J ohn 10: 30 
The i n t erpret a t ion o f John 10:30 h a s been of grea t 
i mport a nce i n s eeking to understand the pr ayer o f J esu s 
r e corded i n John 17:11, 21, 22 ,23. The t ~t erpr e t a tion 
of John 10:30 a l s o playe d a decisive role i n the s e t t le-
ment o f the Christ ologica l cont rove rsies which p l agu ed 
the e a r l y church. Be c ause the inte r pr e t a tion o f John 
10:30 wa s promi nent in t he early c hurch, i t was t hought 
tha t a sur vey of i n t e r pr e t ation would be a use ful addi-
tion t o t his t he sis. The survey t he n a lso i ncludes 
some mode r n Bi b lica l schola rs to show t he movement of 
interpretation, i n some c a ses agreeing with the exegesis 
of the e a r ly the ologians, and i n some c a ses d isagree ing 
with the m. 
Accord ing to T. E. Polla r d1 the qu e stion of the 
1T. E. Pol l ard, "The Exegesis of John x. 30 in the 
Early Trinitarian Controversies,"~ Tes t a me nt Studies, 
II!, 335. In my pres entation of the inte rpretation of 
John 10:30 in the early church I am much indebte d to 
this article. In ge neral I shall follow his cita tions 
and present his conclusions. The citations have been 
checked through a nd the full bibliographic r e ferences 
will be given in the footnotes. Acknowl e dge ment he re 
that I am following the conclusions of Pollard will re-
lieve me of the necessity of constantly giving footnotes 
referring to the article by Pollard. It should also be 
noted that Westcott gives some of the s ame references. 
Cf. Brooke Foss We s tcott,~ Gospel According to 21• 
John:The Greek Te xt with Introduction and Notes-ZGrand 
-- --- -
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interpretation of this verse first arose during the 
Monarchian controversy at the beginning of the third 
century. Hippolytus criticized the exegesis of Noetus 
' I 2 
as being piecemeal (;<,ovoKwA w.s). Hippolytus gave 
the following exegesis of the verse: 
If, again, he [ Noetus] allege His [Jesus] m·m 
word when He said, 11 I and the Father are one," 
l e t him attend to the fact, and understand that He 
did not say, "I and the Father am one , but are [JE , , " \ .,. ., - --r-,, > -, 
~-" lfvJ .f',11, 0 fTPrT?~ C:\/ f:IM-1) ~~)o\ ev ~fr,,ttf.V ., 
For the word~ is not said of one person, but 
it r e fers to t wo persons, and one power. He has 
Himsel f made this clear , when He spa k e to His 
Father concerning the disciples, "The glory which 
Thou g av e st me I have given them; that they may be 
one, even as we are one : I in them, and Thou in me, 
that they may be made perfect in one; that the 
wor l d may know that Thou hast sent me." .lfhat have 
the Noetians to s a y to these things? Are all one 
body in respect o f subtitance, or is it that we 
become one in t he power a nd d isposition of unity 
of mind? In the same manner the Son, who was sent, 
a n d was not known of those who are in the w0rld, 
confessed that He was in the Father in power and 
disposition. For the Son is the one mind of the 
Fathe r.3 
Hippolytus, the refore, disti~guished bet ween·· Father and 
Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1954), II, 68. 
2Hippolytus, "Against the Heresy of one Noetus, 0 
Patrologiae: Patrum Graecorum, edited by J.P. Migne 
(Paris: n.p., 1857), x, 805. Hereafter Migne' s edition 
will be referred to as~-
3Hippolytus, "Against the Heresy of one Noetus," 
The Ante-Nicene Fathers, edited by Alexander Roberts 
ai1'ct J"ames Donald.son (Buffalo: The Christian Literature 
Company, 1886), v, 226. Hereafter this series will be 
referred to as ANF. The Greek text appears in MPG, 
x, 813. - -
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Son on the basis o f the plural present form of the 
> , cl 
verbE<r.M..t\/. He a lso emphasizes that the E.V d oe s 
not refe r to a unity of e s sence . 
Tertullian made u se of John 10: 30 when he wrote 
against Praxeas . Appare ntly Praxeas had u sed John 10:30 
in muc h the sarne · way as No e tus. Tertullian, however, 
was much more detail ed in his e x e gesis of John 10: 30 
than Hippol ytus . T~rtullia n said: 
Here , the n, they t a ke their stand , too infa tua t ed, 
nay, too b lind, to s ee in the first place tha t 
the r e i s in this passage an intima tion of Two 
Be ings- - "! ~ filx: Fa ther; " ·.then tha t there i s a 
pl ura l predica te,"~," applicable to one person 
only; and l astly, t h a t (the predicate t e r mina tes 
i n a n abstract , not a personal noun)--"we are one 
thing" Unum not "one Person" Unus. For if He 
. _, --
had said "one Pe rson," He might h av e rendere d 
some a s s i s t anc e to the ir opinion. Unus, no doubt, 
i n dica tes the s ingul ar number; but (here we have a 
c ase whe re) "Two" are still the subject in the 
mascu line gender . He accordingly s ays Unum; a 
neute r t e rm, which doe s not imply singularity 
o f number , b u t unity o f ess e nce , likene ss, con-
junction, affection on the Father's part , who 
loves the Son, and .submission on t he Son's, who 
obeys the Father's will. \·Jhen He says, "I and my 
Father a r e one" in e ssence--Unum--He shows that 
there are Two, whom He puts on'an equality and 
unites in one[~ sumus, dicens, ego~ Pa ter, 
o s tendit duos~, guos aeguat et jungit].4 
Here Tertullian understeods John 10:30 to speak of a 
·unity of essence between Father and Son. But he did 
4Tertullian, "Aga inst Praxeas," ~, III, 618. 
Cf. Patrologiae: Patrum Latinorum, edited by J.P. 
Migne (Paris: n.p., 1844), II, 183. Hereafter Migne's 
edition will be referred to as !.1E.!!• 
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not stop with this interpretat_on. As his argument 
developed he interpreted John 10:30 to say that Father 
and Son a r e one in substance. He said: 
These Three [Father, Son, and Paraclete] are one 
essence , not one Person [qui~~~, E2!1 
™], as it is said, ''I and my Father are One," 
in r e spect of unity of substance, not singularity 
of number[~ su~stantiae ~ J~, n2!! ~ numeri 
singulari tatemJ.· 
Tertullia n sought to uphold the doctrine or~the Trinity, 
neither confounding the pe~sons nor dividing the sub-
stance. are 
proof of the distinction between Father and Son, while 
c l 
the €v i s proof of their unity of substance. 
Novatian also pondered the meaning of John 10:30. 
He defende d the doctrine of the Trinity when it was 
being under mined by a teaching which preserved the 
monarchia of God by denying the divinity of Jesus. In 
his "Treatise Concerning '£he Trinity" he argued that 
Jesus is God. He said: 
If Christ is only man, what is that '.vhich He says, 
"I and the Father are one?" For how can it be 
that "I and the Father are one," if He is n0t 
both God and the Son?--who may therefore be called 
one, seeing that He is of Himself, being both His 
Son,. and being b:'rn of Hi~, bein~ declared to have6 proceeded from Him, by which He is also God •••• 
5Tertullian, "Against Praxeas," ~, III, 621. 
Cf.~' II, 188. 
6Novatian, "Treatise Concerning the Trinity,"~, 
V, 625. Cf.~' III, 941. 
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In the 27th chapter of this sam0 treatise, Novatian 
again returned to John 10:30 and explained it in ~erms 
similar to those of Tertullian. He said: 
But since they frequently urge upon us the passage 
where it is said, "I and the Father are one, 11 in 
this also ,,,e shall overcome them witl~oual 
facllity. For if, as t he heretics think, Christ 
were the Fathe r, He ought to h2.ve said, "I and the 
Father are one" [unus]. But when He says I, and 
afterwards introduces the Fa ther by saying., 11 I and 
the Fathe r," He s e vers and distinguishes the 
peculia rity of Hts, that is, the Son's person, 
from the paternal authority, not only in respect 
of the s ound of the name, but moreover in respect 
of the oFder of the distribution of power, since 
He rQight have said, "I the Father," if He ,had had 
it in mind that He Himself was the Father. And 
since He s a id"~" thing [unum], let the heretics 
unde .!:'stand that He did not say "onen person [unus]. 
For~ placed in the neuter, intimates the social 
con~or~, not the personal unity. He is said to 
be one neuter, not one masculine, because the 
expression is not referred to the number, but it 
is declare d with reference to the association of 
another.7 
Novatian did not speak ' of a unity of substance as did 
Tertullian, but he did maintain the deity of Jesus. In 
this he · agreed with both Hippolytus and Tertullian. 
Origen also referred to this verse. In a work 
discovered in 1941, ~ Dialogue with Heraciides, Origen 
developed his interpretation of John 10:30. He had 
forced Heraclides to admit that the Father and the Son 
are two Gods who become a unity. In a lengthy dis-
course Origen explained this statement. He sought to 
7 · t · C . Th T . . t '' Novatian, "Trea ise oncerning e rini y, 
~' v, 637. Cf.~, III, 966. 
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show i n what s e nse t he y are two Gods, and in wh a t sense 
the two are one God. He approa che d the t a sk by citing 
biblica l "pa r a llels." He said: 
Accordingly there a r e many things which are two 
that c1re said in the Scrip t u r e s to be one. What 
pas sages o = Scrip ture? Adam i s o n e pe rson, his 
wife ano the r . .:\dam is d is-=in c t f r9_m_ .J:l:As wife, 
and his wife is distinct from her ffusK ind. Yet 
it i a sai d in the story of the creation of the 
world t hat the h ,10 a r e one: "For t he t wo shall 
be one f l esh. 11 8 
Orige n c onclude d from t h is e xample : 
So i n rel ation to t he God and Father o f the universe, 
ou r Lord and Saviour is not one f lesh, nor one 
spirit; but something h igher than f lesh and spirit; 
namely, one God. The appropriate word v1hen human 
beings arc joined to one another is flesh. The 
appropria t e v:ord whe n a right e ous man is joined to 
Chris t [he r e h e r efers to I Cor. 6:17] is spirit. 
'rhe a ppropriate i,10rd when Christ is un.ited to ·the 
Fa the r is not flesh, not spirit, but more honour-
abl e than the ze--God. That is why we understand 
in this sense 'I and the Fa ther are one.•9 
8
origcn, "Dialogue with He raclides," ~ Library 
££ Christian Classics, edited by John Ernest Leonard 
Oulton a n d Henry Chadwick ; (Philadelphia: The Westminster 
Press, 1954 ), II, p. 439. For original text see Jean 
Scherer, editor, Entre tien D'Origene ~ Heraclide. 
No. 67 of Sources Chr~ti~nnes (Paris: Les Editions Du 
Cerf, 1 960}, p. 58. Hereafte r referred to a s Scherer. 
9The Library of Christian Classics, II, p . 439~ 
Cf. Scherer, p. 60:- However, Pollard points out that 
this stateme nt that J esus and the Father are one God, 
must be considered in . the light of Origen•s whol~ , 
doctrine of the divinity of the Son. The Son is 't:/eo-.s. , 
not o s~~ .s. and so is inferior • . Origen sought to main-
tain both the unity and the distinction of Jesus and 
the Father. However, Pollard says that his view of the 
unity is impaired by the pluralism implicit in his 
subordinationist view of the divinity of the Son. Cf. 
Pollard, P• 338. 
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,:-/ 
This would indicate thut Origen interpreted the c v 
~ f) 
of John 10: 30 as E.l~ Ci~:~ . 
The interpretation of John 10:30 played a key 
role in the Arian controversy. This was by no means a 
favorite verse of the Arians but they were forced to 
deal with it and fit it into their theology because of 
the emphasis which the "orthodox" party placed upon 
it. They had to attempt to harmonize it with their 
teaching that the Son was distinct from the Father as 
a cre ature is from his Creator. Athanasius accused 
them 0£ solving their theological crux by asserting 
only a form of moral unity. 
For they [the Arians] say, since what the Father 
wills, the Son wills also, and is not contrary 
either in wha.t He thinks or in what He judges, 
but is in all respects concordant with Hirn, de-
claring doctrines which are the same, and a word 
consistent and united with the Father's teaching, 
therefore it is that He and the Father ·are One; 
and some of them have dared to write as well as 
say this.10 
Athanasius was not satisfied with such an interpr~tation 
and argued that John 10:30 speaks about a unity of 
essence and nothing less. He stated that if such an 
interpretation as that given by the Arians is allowed 
lOAthanasius, "Four Discourses Against The Arians," 
Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the· Christian Church, 
Second Series, edited by Philip"'"s°cha~£ and Henry Wace 
(New York: The Christian Literature Company, 1892), IV, 
399. Hereafte r. referred to as NPNF2. Cf.~, XXVI, 
341. 
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to stand, t hen it follows that the Angels too, and the 
other b e i ngs above us, Powe rs and Authorities, and 
Thrones a nd Dominions should be one with ·i::he Father 
f or they will what God wills. 11 Athanasiusas- Contended 
tha t even among me n there can be found some--Apostles; 
Prophets, even Pa triarchs who, on the basis of the 
interpretation g iven by the Arians, could cla im to be 
one wit h God, but in fact none ever do.12 Athanasius 
proceeded f rom this and sa~d: 
Thi s their notion the n being evidently unseemly 
and irrationa l as well as the r e st; the likeness 
and oneness must be referred to the v e ry Essence 
of the Son; for unless it be so taken.,.-.,He will 
not be shewn to have anything beyond things 
originate, as has been said, nor will He be like 
the Father; but He will be~like the Father's 
doctrines •••• Such then being the Son, there-
f ore \·then the Son works, the Father is the Worker, 
and the Son coming to the Saints, the Father is 
He who cometh in the Son as he promised when He 
said, 'I a nd My Fa ther will come, and will make 
Our abode with him;' for in the Image is con-
temp l a ted the Father, and in the Radiance is the 
Light. Therefore also, as we said just now, when 
the Fa ther gives gra ce and peace, the Son also 
gives it, as Paul signi~ies in every Epistle; 
writing ; 'Grace to you and peace from God our 
Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.•13 
Athanasius said that the fact that the Father and the 
11Athanasius, -"Oratian Against Arius," NPNF2, 
IV, 399f. Cf.~' XXVI, 341. 
l?~. 
13
~., NPNF2, IV, 400. Cf.~' XXVI, 344,345. 
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Son are one in operation proves that they are one in 
essence. He said: 
For if the re were no unity, nor t he Word the mm 
Offspring of the Father's Ess ence, as the radiance 
of the light, but the Son were divided in nature 
from tlie Fa t her, it were sufficient tha t the Father 
a lone s hould give, since none of origi~a te things 
i:; a partner with his maker in his--g·ii/1:ngs; but, 
as i t is, such a mode of 9fxing s hews the oneness 
of -the Fa ther and the Son. · 
He s trengthened the argument that unity o f operation 
points to unity of essence by emphasizing the unity 
9f t he Fa t her and the Son in .t he work of revelation. 
But what God speaks, it i s very plain He speaks 
t hrough the Wor d, and not through another. And 
t he Word , as be ing not separate from the Fa ther, 
nor unlike and fore ign to the Father's Esse nce, 
What He works, those are the Father's works, and 
His f r aming of all things is one with His;. and 
wha t the Son gives, that is the Father' s gift. 
And he who hath s een the Son, knows t h .:-1t , in 
seeing Hirn, he ha s s een, not Angel, nor one 
me rely great e r than Angels, nor in short any 
@reature, but the Fathe r Himself.- An :..~ he who 
hears the Word, knows that he hears the Father; 
a s he who i s irradiated by the ractig11ce, knows 
tha t he is enlighte ned by the sun. . . . 
- .:.:.. 
Athanasius moved far beyond Hippolytus. For Athanasius 
it was not enough to assert that the re is a moral unity 
between Father and Son; this the Arians will ·also do. 
Athanasius pressed on for a deeper meaning and asserted 
that the statement ''I and the Father are one" (Jn. 10 : 3), 
speaks of a oneness of action and operation which is 
14Ibid., NPNF2, IV, 400. Cf .~' XXVI, 345. 
lSibid., NPNF2, IV, 402. Cf. ~t XXVI, 352. 
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possible only on the basis of a unity of essence. The 
external unity of operation can flow only from an 
internal unity of essence. 
The interpretation of John 10:30 played a crucia l 
role in the establishment of the trinitarian doctrine 
as it was finally expressed at the Council of Chalcedon 
in 451. Interpreted by Hippolytus it was a significant 
factor i n discrediting modal monarchism. · ""Jesus and the 
Father are not to be identified. In the controversy 
between Athanasius and Arius it again was ·a · signi~icant 
verse. Athanasius u sed this verse to show e ·,at Jesus 
Christ was truly divine, al though He \s; t\_s--n.oi to be 
... ... :·~-:;.; 
identified with the person of the Father , yet He was of 
one substance, one essence with the Father. 
In this historical introduct:l.on the pendulum now 
swings to the other side. From a consideration of the 
early fathers attention is now turned to the more 
contemporary scene. The purpose is to show briefly 
the positions held and the interpretations given by 
modern commentators against the background presented 
by the early church fathers. This is done to show the 
"climate" of opinion as to the meaning of John 10:30. 
Bernhard Weiss s·aid that the relationship between 
Father and Son is such that the Son is the perfect 
organ of the Father. He said: 
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The position of the Son as the perfect organ [for 
the execution of the power of the Father, Jn. 
10:28£.] of the Father, implies in itself, that 
any separate working o f the Fathe r and the Son is 
excluded, that both are one in their working. It 
is on· that account likewise but another expression 
for this unity, [which exists between~ather and 
Son] if it i s said, xiv. 9, tha t whoever has seen 
the Son h a s seen the Father •••• lb 
Weiss has a very inte resting footnote in cbnnection with 
this statement. He tool< issue with the use which t he 
early fathers ma de of this verse in the Christological 
controversies. He maintained that the mutual relation-
s hip which exists between the Father and the Son con-
stitutep the ir oneness. The Fa ther has made the Son 
the exclusive and abiding organ for His final s aving 
work , so that He hands over to Hini everything (Jn. 13:3) 
and retains nothing to be· His own exclusive possession 
(Jn. 16:15).17 Having developed this thought Weiss then 
made this poignant stateme nt: 
Thus neither are the words, x.30 [I and the Fathe r 
are one], used of the substantial unity of both 
16Be rnhard Weiss, Biblical'Theoloqy £f. ~~Testa-
~' translated from the third revised edition by Rev. 
James E. Duguid (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1883), I .I, 331. 
This book first appeared in Germany under the title, 
Lehrbuch ~ Biblischeri The.ologie· ~ Neuen Testaments 
(Berlin 1868). The section which deals with the 
Johannean Theology, Part Fifth,· is a condensation and 
reworking of a previous'work by Weiss on the Gospel of 
John entitled, .Q§;.£ Johanneische Lehrbegriff, .!a seinen 
GrundzUgen untersucht (Berlin, 1862). 
l~Ibid., 329. 
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[Father and Son] ••• , nor those of xiv. 9 of 
their equality of nature ••• , or of their 
: equality in dignity ••• : but there is nothing 
said in either passage about the original (trini-
tarian) relation of the Son to the Father; nay, He 
who a ppeared on the earth only speaks of Himself 
and of His works.18 
Weiss was an orthodox theologian and it is clear 
in his theology that he did not deny· the doctrine of 
the t rinity. Weiss did assert, however, that John 10:30 
does not relate directly . to the doctrine of the trinity. 
Brooke Foss Westcott followed rather closely the lines 
l a i d out by Tertullian and Athanasius. Westcott held 
cl 
tha t the €V of 10: 30 refers to "one essence," not "one 
person."19 Westcott said: 
It seems clear that the unity here spoken of cannot 
fall short of unity of essence. The thought springs 
from the equality of power (my hand, the Father's 
hand); but infinite power is an essential attribute 
of God; and it is impossible to suppose that two 
beings gistinct in essence could be equal in 
power.2 
t·Jestcott reasoned that because the Son did the Father• s 
work here upon earth and in this work the Son has the full 
18Ibid. 
19westc8tt, II, 68. Westcott sees~an antithesis 
between the E.V of John 10: 30 and the ct..s of Galatians 
3:28. T)le former, he says, means one essence, the later 
means one person. I would question Westcott•s interpre-
tation of the Galatians passage. 
20ibid. 
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c. I 
power of the Father, therefore the E.V must refer 
specifically to a oneness of essence. 
The views of three other English commentators, 
also merits mention in this historical survey. The 
works of all three men appeared •,Ji thin the last thirty-
five yea.r:s . 
J. H. Bernard took issue with the patristic 
inter.pre ta tion. He said: · 
It has been customary, following the hc:lbit of the 
patristic commentators, to interpret these signif-
icant words [I and the Father are one] in the 
light of the controversies of the fourth century. 
Bengel, e.g. (following Augustine), says: "Per 
sumus refutatur Sabellius, per unum Arius"; the 
words thus being taken to prove identity of 
essence between the Father and the Son, while 
the difference of persons is indicated by the 
plur-al lo-.uiv • But it is an anachronism to trans-
fer controversies of the fourth ce~tury to the 
theological statements of the first. · We have a 
parallel to l~ ;,,. ""£. v in I Cor. 3: 8, where Paul 
c. -, , , ,"~ GI .3 
says O 1./vi!c.l<,,Jv /fc1L O 1To71.:JwV ~V c.l.(1' I~ 
meaning that both the "planter" and the "waterer" 
of the seed are in the same category, as compared 
with God who gives the increase. A unity of 
i: 211owship, o f will, and of purpose between the 
Father and the Son is a frequent theme in the 
Fourth Gospel icf. 5:18; 14:9,23, and 17:11,22), 
and it is tersely and powerfully expressed here; 
but to press the words so as to make them indicate 
identity of oder/(/,. , is to introduce thoughts which 
were not oresent to the theologian of the first 
century.21 
Edward Hoskyns was more cautious in his approach. 
21J. H. Bernard, Critical~ Exegetical Commentary 
,ga ~ Gospel According~~· John, a volume in the 
International Critical Commentary"l"New York: Charles 
Scribner's S¢ns, 1929), II, 365£. 
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He neither censures nor endorses the patristic inter-
pretation. He said: 
The author of the gospel does not define the 
precise nature of the union between the Fa ther 
and the Son. The unity is neither mere ly a moral 
unity or agreement of character, since the Jews 
would not presumably have tre ate d as bl a sphemy 
the idea that a man could regulate his words 
c1nd actions according to the will of God; nor is 
the unity a metaphysical unity which c a rries with 
it a necessary agreement of character, for the 
Evangelist is describing the union of t h e flesh 
and blood of Jesus of Nazareth with the Father 
and the word •metaphysical' introduces a philo-
sophica l conception foreign to the gospel; nor 
is the union one which can be explained in terms of 
my sticism, as though it we re cons ti tu ted ·., , the 
'rea l presence of the Spirit' in Jesus (Lo lsy); nor 
is 1t really legitimate for the commentator to 
regard the unity as explained when the neuter one 
i s inte rpreted as one substance, and the pluraY--
~ of b {o . Persons of the Trinity. No doubt, this 
pass age was rightly regarded by the Fathers as 
of supreme importance when they had to meet Christ-
ian philosophies which undermined the authority 
of Jesus • . No doubt also the Evangelist used 
language which to some extent controlled the course 
of later controversy. But he used the language 
because the material behind him demanded, not an 
explanation of the union between Jesus and the 
Father, but a clear statement that Jesus is the 
object of Faith and the organ of revelation and 
salvation, and that the honour wh;~h..~s paid to 
Him is honour paid to the Father. ·--
R.H. Lightfoot very succinctly said: 
The unior?. of the Father and the Son is sucp that 
the Lord' s words and 1.-,orks are indeed the words 
and works of God. For the same reason it can be 
said with equal truth that the Lord's sheep cannot 
22Edwyn Clement Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, e d:i. ted 
by Francis Noel Davey (second revised edition; London : 
Faber and Faber Limited, 1947), PP• 389f. 
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be torn from His keeping, and that they
2
~annot 
be torn from the keeping of the Father. 
Atte ntion is next directed to two living comment-
ators, one German and one English. The German, Rudolf 
Bultmann, first published his commentary on the Gospel 
of John in 1941. It has been revised several times 
since then. 24 Still more recently a major English 
commentary on the Gospel of John has appeared, written 
25 by c. K. Barrett. 
While the theological thought 0£ Bernard Weiss and 
Rudolf Bultmann does not always agree, yet in their 
unde1:standing of Johr, 10: 30 their ideas appear to be 
very close. Bultmann did not speculat0 about the question 
of the oneness of ess ence which concerned t:Jestcott 
and the patristic writers. Bultmann sees the main 
thought of John 10:30 to be centered in the idea of 
revela tion. He interprets John 10:30 in context 
beginning wi-th verse 28. Bultmann's interpretation is 
given succintly in a paragraph: 
23R. H. Lightfoot,~· John•s Gospel, edited by 
c. F. Evans (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1956), P• 214. 
2.a. 
-Rudolf Bultmann,~ Evangelium ~ Johannes . 
(12. Auflage: G6ttin9en: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1952). 
25c. K. Barrett, ~ Gospe.J. Accordi n.g £2 g. ~: 
~Introduction~ Commentary a nd Notes .2!l ~ Greek 
~ (London: s. P. c. ~., c.1958). 
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Die letzte Aussage von v. 28 wird in v. 29f 
ausdrUcklich motiviert, entsprechend der Motivie-
rung, die v. l4 in v. 15 erhalten hatte: die 
Sicherheit, die die Glaubenden beim Offenbarer 
finden, ist begrUndet in seinem Verhtn tnis zu 
Gott, in seiner Einheit mit Gott. Das Verh~ltnis 
der Glaubenden zu Jesus ist als solches ihr 
Verh~ltnis zu Gott; niemand kann sie Jesus 
entreissen, da niemand sie Gott entreissen kan; 
er und der Vater sind ja eins. Diese letzte 
Aussage, die schon v. 15 :i.m Hintergrund stand, 
bringt den Offenbarungsgedanken zum sch~rfsten 
Ausdruck, ·der Uber die bisherigen Formulierungen 
des Gedankens der Einheit von Vater und Sohn 
5:19f. 8:16 12:44f. noch hinausgeht und seine 
Analogie nur in dem 9-~ds {v; A~,yos 1:2 hat: 
in Jesus und nur in ihm begegnet 'Gott den 
Menschen. Die Schroffheit der Formulierung soll 
den Anstoss erregen, der dem Offenbarungsgeschehen 
a J.s de m An~riff Gottes auf die Welt wesensrnl:1.ssig 
e igen ist. 6 
The key word here is Of~.barung. Jesus reveals the 
Father. He knows the F'ather perfectly ( 10: 15) and He 
reveals the Father fully. He is so related to God that 
believers have the same relationship with God as they 
have with Jesus. No one can pluck them out of Jesus• 
hand because nq one can pluck them out o f the Father's 
hand. Bultmann interprets the oneness between Father 
and Son spolcen of iri John 10 : 30 in terms of a functi.onal 
oneness rather than an ontological oneness. 
c. K. Barrett agrees with the basic premise of 
Bultmann that John is thinking in terms of revelation 
and not of cosmological theory. At the same time 
26 Bultmann, PP• 294f. 
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Barrett does not rule out the possibility that there 
is also here and throughout the Gospel of John, a 
statement of oneness which includes a oneness of essence. 
He said: 
John is thinking in terms of revelation not of · 
cosmological theory •••• His meaning turns 
upon the belief that the actions and words of Jesus·. 
were veritably the actions and words of God, who 
thus uniquely confronted men in his incarnate Son. 
This unity is often expressed in moral terms: 
Jesus, who was sent by God, acts in such complete 
obedience to God's will that what he does is a 
complete revelation of that will (see e.g. vv. 
17f.); here, as in the Prologue, John's language 
comes somewhat nearer to metaphysics, but even 
here the thought is by no me~ns purely metaphysical 
a nd v. 17 is not far away t the oneness of Father 
~ ' .2.2!l is 3l oneness .2.f 1 0·,,'e and obedience ~ 27 
while it is a oneness of essence [emphasis mine]. 
- - ...... . · - ~·.' . :._ 
By way of summary it is perhaps significant to note 
that no recent commentator wholly endorses the pa.tristic.: 
interpretation. B. F. Westcott comes the closest and 
Hoskyns cannot completely disassociate himself from 
interpreting John io:30 in terms of ontology, although 
he does indicate that such an interpretation does not 
explore the full implication of Johannine intention. 
Barrett sees in John 10 : 30 a double thrust--it speaks 
of both a functional oneness and a oneness of essence. 
Bernard Weiss, J. H. Bernard, and Rudolf Bultmann move 
the farthest from the patristic interpretation and 
27aarrett, pp. 317f. 
89 
interpret John 10:30 in terms of the functional re-
lationship which exists between Jesus and the Father; 
Jesus doe s the work of the Father und r evea ls the 
Father. 
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